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Current Topics. 


Wat, ONE wonders, can have led our good-humoured Lord 
Chancellor to his diatribe, at the Law Students’ Debating Society 
dinner, against the “ paste and scissors lawyers” who “ snipped 
out of this or that report questions of law and published them 
in two thick volumes”? He remarked that times were when 
law books were written with some reference to principles, 
whereas nowadays anyone could compile a treatise with the aid 
of sufficient paste and the invaluable scissors. We may perhaps 
venture, with all deference, to question the justice of these 
sweeping remarks. We could point out to Lord Hatssury, 
among law books published very recently, some which bear on 
nearly every page the marks of careful consideration, with refer- 
ence to principle, of the decisions of himself and the other judges. 
Paste and scissors are incapable of producing the well-argued 
demonstrations of mistakes committed by learned persons who 
decide in a hurry, or the bringing out of principles, which we find in 
these works. On the other hand, we think that we could prove by 
actual demonstration that the palmy days of the “paste and 
scissors lawyer ” were from fifty to thirty years ago, when many of 
the popular legal treatises undoubtedly deserved the censure 
bestowed by the Lord Chancellor. But with one portion of his 
lordship’s speech, at all events, we can most cordially agree. He 
said that ‘‘one great feature of the English character was that the 
people did so many things independently and of themselves, and 
were not always under the oppression of the Government system, 
The geniusofthe English people was that they did things for them- 





selves, and he regarded the profession of the law and the mode 
in which things were done with pleasure. In it both branches 
had brought these things about without any upper assistance— 
they did it independently.” These are “prave words, my 
masters!” Once upon a time the people of London managed 
for themselves, through the legal profession, their conveyancin 

business, without the “oppression of a Government system.’ 
Who was it who imposed on them the fetters of a “ Govern- 
ment system” of conveyancing, admittedly imperfect, expensive, 





and practically useless? We pause for a reply. 
27 
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Tue Sramp Acr furnishes the Treasury with a legitimate 
source of revenue, and when it is fairly and reasonably applied 
no objection is taken to it by practitioners. But objection may 
be, and is, very strongly taken to the attempts sometimes made 
by the officials to change the accepted construction of the Act 
for the purpose of introducing new imposts which are quite 
unsupported by its language. An example of this is afforded 
by the recent contention of the Inland Revenue Commissioners 
that a receipt upon an equitable mortgage for the principal and 
interest secured thereby comes under the sub-head (5) of 
‘Mortgage ” in the Schedule to the Act—namely, ‘‘ Reconvey- 
ance, Release, Discharge,’ &c.—and requires to be stamped with 
an ad valorem duty of 6d. per £100 of the total amount at any time 
secured. It will be remembered that this contention was raised 
in correspondence between Messrs. MippteTon & Sons and the 
commissioners a year ago (47 Soxicrrors’ JourNAL, p. 450), and we 
then took occasion to point out how entirely baseless it was. The 
Stamp Act imposes a specific duty on a “‘ receipt,” and the express 
exemption from the duty of a receipt indorsed upon a duly 
stamped instrument for “any principal money, interest, or 
annuity thereby secured,” shews that this is the appropriate 
head under which a receipt for mortgage money is to be 
stamped, when it is liable to be stamped at all. When the Act 
speaks, under the head of ‘‘ Mortgage,” of a ‘‘ release” or 
‘ discharge,”’ it is referring to instruments which are expressed 
to operate by way of release or discharge of the mortgage debt. 
This is not the case with a mere receipt or an acknowledgment 
of payment. The sole effect of the receipt or acknowledgment 
is to furnish evidence of the fact of payment. The discharge of 
the equitable mortgage then follows by operation of law, not by 
reason of aninstrument which operatesasadischarge. The question 
has now been considered in Thomas Firth & Sons (Limited) v. 
Inland Revenue Commissioners (reported elsewhere), and the above 
reasoning will be found embodied in the judgment of CuAnneELL, 
J., who rejected very decidedly the claim of the commissioners. 
The instruments enumerated under ‘ Mortgage,’’ whether as 
instruments creating or transferring or discharging the security, 
are, he pointed out, all instruments which have an operation ou 
the security as instruments. They create or transfer or discharge 
it. A receipt is not in itself a discharge in this sense. It is 
evidence of the state of the account between the parties from 
which the law implies a discharge. The accepted construction 
of the Act is thus established. For some extraordinary results 
which would follow if the claim of the commissioners had been 
upheld we may refer to a letter from Mr. H. H. Srockpa.e Ross, 
of Worthing, which will be found in 47 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 
p- 488. 





THE sTATEMENr made by Mr. Batrour in the House of 
Commons on the 14th of April, that a Bill would be required to 
confirm the recent convention between this country and France, 
“because there can be no cession of any territory of his Majesty 
without the consent of Parliament,” was certainly open to 
criticism, for it appears to assume that an important question 
which was raised and argued in the case of Damodhar Gordhan v. 
Deoram Kanji (1 App. Cas. 332) is no longer open to discussion. 
This question is, briefly, whether the Crown has power to cede 
British territory without the consent of Parliament, either under 
circumstances of necessity or, as in the recent instance, under 
circumstances of convenience and policy. The question in the 
case referred to was whether the Government of India, as repre- 
senting the Crown, had power to cede territory to native states, 
princes, and rulers, and was the sole judge of the considerations 
of policy by which grants of territory must be determined. The 
Judicial Committee held that the appeal must be dismissed without 
reference to this question, but took occasion to observe that they 
had grave doubts (to say no more) of the soundness of the doctrine 
laid down by the High Court of Bombay, that it was beyond 
the power of the British Crown, without the concurrence of the 
Imperial Parliament, to make any cession of territory within the 
jurisdiction of the British courts in India, in time of peace, to a 
foreign power. This was in 1876, and we are not aware of any 
subsequent statute or decision to modify this opinion. The 
reason for supporting the prerogative of the Crown given by 
Chancellor Kent (Kent’s Comm., vol. 1 (7th ed.), s. 75) appears 
to be satisfactory: ‘‘The power competent to bind the nation by 








treaty may alienate the public domain and property by treaty, 

. . Hf the nation has conferred upon its supreme executive, 
without reserve, the right of making treaties, the alienation jg 
valid, because made by the reputed will of the nation.” The 
question has been asked: Would the nation allow the Sovereign 
in time of peace to enter into a treaty transferring the Channel 
Islands to a foreign power? The answer, of course, is that, 
although such a proceeding might not amount to a breach of the 
law on the part of the Crown or its officers, the unwritten 
constitution of the country would make it practically impossible 
for any Ministry to enter into such a treaty without taking the 
country into its confidence. 





A statute of James the First recites that ‘frauds and deceits as 
new diseases daily increase,”’ and we need not be surprised to 
hear that it is proposed to repeal the Servants’ Characters Act, 
1792—which deals with the offences of giving a false character 
to a servant and of obtaining a situation by means of a false 
character—on the ground that the existing statute is defective, 
inasmuch as it deals only with characters given in writing, and 
that—with regard to persons who obtain situations by means 
of false characters—it does not cover many cases which are 
shewn by experience to be of frequent occurrence. The practice 
of giving false characters to servants appears to be of very old 
date. We readin Paley’s Moral Philosophy: ‘‘ There is a careless- 
ness and facility in ‘ giving characters,’ as it is called, of servants, 
especially when given in writing or according to some established 
form, which, to speak plainly of it, is a cheat upon those who 
accept them. ‘They are given with so little reserve and veracity 
‘that I should as soon depend,’ says the author of the Rambler, 
‘upon an acquittal at the Old Bailey by way of recommenda- 
tion of a servant’s honesty as upon one of these characters.’”” The 
False Characters Bill, brought in this Session by Mr. Skewes- 
Cox, provides, first, that any person who falsely represents him- 
self to be or to have been any master or mistress, or the 
executor, wife, husband, relation, housekeeper, steward, agent, 
or servant of any master or mistress ; secondly, that any person 
who either personally or in writing (a) knowingly gives a false 
or forged character to or in favour of any person offering him- 
self to be hired as a servant in any capacity whatever; or (5) 
knowingly states that a person has served him in any capacity, 
or during any period, or at any place in which, or for which, or 
at which he has not actually so served; or (c) knowingly states 
that a person was discharged or left his service at any other 
time than that at which he was in fact discharged, shall be 
respectively guilty of offences against the proposed Act. Further 
provisions are made for the punishment of persons who, when 
offering themselves to be engaged as servants, knowingly make 
any false representation as to the person giving or purporting 
to give any certificate of character or reference; knowingly 
make use of any certificate of character or reference which was 
not signed by, or on behalf, or with the authority of, the person 
purporting to signit; or knowingly states that they were dis- 
charged or left the service of any person at any other time than 
that at which they were in fact discharged or left. The 
proceedings may be either summary or by way of indictment, 
and the period of limitation is extended beyond that prescribed 
by Jervis’s Act. 





AtrHovucH some of the principal club-houses of London are in 
the immediate neighbourhood of square gardens, we have not 
found any case in the law reports before this year relating to 
the right of members of clubs to enter and use such gardens. 
But clubs for ladies are springing’ up—we have heard of a 
Ladies’ Athenzeum and a Ladies’ Army amd Navy Club—and 
lady members, having probably a stronger taste for the ordinary 
home life than their male relations, have made a bold attempt 
to assert their right to ingress into a square garden adjoining 
one of their clubs. In Keith v. Twentieth Century Club (Limited) 
(reported elsewhere), which came before Bucktey, J., the club had 
been formed as a limited company for the purpose of providing a 
home for ladies engaged in professional or other work in London 
who wished to live in a comfortable home at a reasonable 
cost. The company was owner in fee simple as to some of 
the houses,; and for a leasehold term as to the other houses 
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~ Stanley-gardens, Notting Hill, which were immediately | the ordinary form off the register, and also a transfer into the 
- ornamental enclosure | name of the mortgagee as registered proprietor. Practically, 


iouous and adjoining to an 
eave garden. ' By the deed granting these houses, 
the grantees and their lessees and sub-lessees, being occupiers 
for the time being, were entitled for themselves, their assigns, 
and their lessees and sub-lessees, being occupiers for the 
time being of these houses, for their families and friends, 
in their company or without, to the free use and right of ingress, 
&e., upon the ornamental enclosure. The club had been 
established in these houses by the company, and the question 
yas whether the resident members could be authorized by the 
dub to enter and use the garden. The learned judge, after 
carefully considering the constitution of the club and the terms 
of the deed, came to the conclusion that the ladies were not 
lessees or sub-lessees or tenants of the company, inasmuch as 
these words implied the existence of some estate or.interest’ in 
land, and their position was that of mere licensees. Nor could 
they be brought within the meaning of the term “ friends, 
for, without attempting to define where friendship began 
and ended, these ladies were not the ‘‘friends” of 
the company, but its customers. The company was carrying on 
a business, and persons who became members and ‘made 
payments were accepted, not from friendship, but from com- 
mercial motives. The words ‘‘ being occupiers’ were restrictive 
words; the lessee must be both a lessee-and an occupier. We 
think this decision will meet with general approval. The object 
of the deed would seem to be to restrict the privilege to the 
ordinary occupiers of the houses surrounding the ground. And 
although there was no reason to suppose that in the particular 
case any inconvenience could arise from 'the use of the garden 
by the members of the club, we can imagine that cases might 
arise which would urgently call for a strict construction of the 


deed. 





A coRRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, inquires 
as to the present practice upon taking a mortgage of freehold 
property where the mortgagor has been registered as proprietor 
with a possessory title under the Land Transfer Acts. We 
apprehend that whenever the mortgage is for a substantial 
proportion of the value of the land, and is intended to be a 
permanent investment, the practice is to take a mortgage, 
containing a conveyance of the legal estate and the proper 
mortgage provisions, off the register, and to protect this by 
either a registered transfer or a registered charge. For many 
purposes, of course, a registered charge is sufficient. For 
instance, unless contrary provision is expressly made in 
the instrument of charge, it enables the chargee to sue 
the chargor on an implied covenant for payment, and it 
enables the chargee to sell the land and to transfer as if 
he were the registered proprietor. The latter power is very 
important, for it enables the chargee to confer on the transferee 
—that is, on the purchaser—an estate in fee simple in the 
land transferred, subject to incumbrances on the register, to 
interests excepted by section 18 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, 
as modified by the Land Transfer Act, 1897, and to adverse 
nghts existing at the date of first registration, but free from 

other estates and interests whatever. Thus the purchaser 
from the chargee gets an overriding statutory fee simple, 
which, subject as just mentioned, is the legal estate. ‘The 
transfer by registered disposition,’ said Cozens-Harpy, L.J., 
in Capital and Counties Bank v. Rhodes (51 W. R., p. 474), 
“takes effect by virtue of an overriding power, and not 
by virtue of an estate in the registered proprietor.” Thus a 
registered charge enables the chargee to deal effectively with 
the land upon a sale. But during the currency of the security 
& mortgagee by registered charge only is in a position inferior 
to that of an ordinary legal mortgagee of unregistered land. 
He has not the legal estate, and he will thus be hampered if 
he finds it necessary to go into possession. It is not clear that 
® can exercise the mortgagee’s statutory power of leasing, and 
he cannot gain a title as against the registered mortgagor by 
twelve years’ possession. The latter difficulty is not avoided by 

§ a mortgage off the register accompanied by a registered 

ge, and in order that a mortgagee of registered land shall 
have all the advantages to which he is by conveyancing practice 
entitled it seems that the proper course is to take a mortgage in 





however, there is no great difference between taking a registered 
transfer and a registered charge, and some practitioners may 
prefer the latter as shewing more clearly the real nature of the 
transaction. But in either case there should be a mortgage off 
the register vesting the legal estate in the mortgagee, subject 
to the mortgagor’s equity of redemption. It seems that this 
deed should be stamped and the registered instrument will bear 
no stamp duty: Land Transfer Rules, 1903, r. 123. 





In THE caszs of a great many injured persons the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act is a sort of lottery. Probably the framers of 
the Act had in their minds some conception of the classes of 
workmen it was intended to benefit, but certainly they have been 
singularly unsuccessful in expressing their intention. The result 
is that the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords are 
constantly occupied in trying to guess the most puzzling riddles, 
and the answers of the judges, though no doubt right in law, 
lead to most illogical, and almost ludicrous, results. No 
wonder the man in the street begins to think that, after 
all, there may be some truth in the famous saying 
that the law is an ass. Quite recently in these columns 
we commented on the lightning case, and compared it 
with another decision. In one a man was at work in the 
ordinary course when he was struck by a piece of iron, 
thrown mischievously by a fellow servant, though not at him. 
In the other a man in the same position was struck by lightning. 
The employers of the first man were not compelled to pay 
compensation, but the employers of the second man had 
to pay. But why this distinction? We have discussed 
the legal reason; that is comprehensible by a lawyer. 
But in the name of common sense why should there be 
the distinction ? Perhaps someone can answer; we cannot. If 
each decision were the other way, there might be some sensible 
principle involved ; for then an employer would be paying for 
the tortious act of one of his servants, but not for the act of God. 
Since we commented on the lightning case, another absurdity 
has come to light in connection with seamen, a class of 
men which it was expressly intended to exclude from the benefits 
of the Act. By the joint operation of the Compensation Act and 
the Factory Act, 1901, in respect of accidents, “factory” is to 
include any dock, wharf, or quay. In Griffin v. The Houlder 
Line (ante, p. 275) a seaman was serving on board a ship 
which was er at a buoy in the middle of a dock just 
about to sail. The seaman was injured by an accident and 
claimed compensation. The Court of Appeal held that he was 
entitled to succeed, for the Act applies to employment on, in, or 
about a factory; a dock is a factory; the ship was in a dock; 
the man was on the ship; therefore the man was at work in a 
factory. Soon Pca. 4 the case of Owens v. Campbell came 
before the same court. Here a fireman was serving on board 
a ship which was lying alongside a wharf and was just about 
to sail. The fireman was injured and claimed compensation. 
The county court judge awarded compensation, considering 
that he was bound by the decision of Griffin v. The Houlder Line. 
The Court of Appeal, however, held (as reported elsewhere) 
that he was not not entitled to compensation, as the Act 
did not apply. He was not on the wharf, and the work upon 
which he was employed had no connection with the purposes for 
which the wharf was occupied, therefore he was not employed 
on or in or about a factory. ‘There are also absurdities in 
connection with the provisions regarding ‘‘ scaffolding.” Aman 
was on a ladder erected against py i over thirty feet in height 
engaged in repairing the house. He fell from the ladder and 
was injured; but it was held he was not entitled to compensa- 
tion, as no scaffolding was being used. Another man was on a 
ladder in similar circumstances. He fell and was injured, and it 
has recently been held that he was entitled to compensation, 
because at the time of the accident on the other sido of the 
house a board had been placed with one end on a step-ladder 
and the other on a window-ledge. This board constituted a 
scaffolding, therefore the house was being repaired by means of 
scaffolding, and the Act applied. Examples of such inconsistencies 
might be piled up almost indefinitely. Certainly they help to 
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support members of the legal profession, but it can hardly be 
said that they add to the dignity of the law or to the respect in 
which the law should be held. 


Tue ist of licensing appeals at the recent sessions in Durham 
and Yorkshire has been unusually heavy, and we understand 
that in many cases where the appeal was against the refusal to 
renew a licence, and nothing was proved against the conduct of 
the house or the character of the licensee, the appeal was allowed. 
Much discontent has been roused by the mode in which the 
rule laid down in Sharp v. Wakefield (1891, A. CO. 173) has been 
applied by the different licensing authorities. The question 
whether the renewal of a licence should be refused upon a con- 
sideration of the needs of the neighbourhood will be regarded 
in a wholly different light by persons of opposite opinions with 
regard to the consumption of alcohol, though they would be 
incapable of giving an unjust decision upon a question of fact, 
like the character of the applicant, or the mode in which he has 
conducted his business. The justices in quarter sessions, as 
compared with those who constitute the licensing meetings, are 
more in the nature of a permanent tribunal from which some 
uniformity of practice may be expected. The new Bill, as we 
mentioned last week, contains some provisions dealing with this 
subject, which has an interest apart from the particular trade to 
all who are interested in the working of legal tribunals. 


Tue Orrtvey Papers, a selection from the diary and corre- 
spondence of THomas CreEvey, M.P., which have been recently 
published, relate to a period of English history in which the 
bar took a prominent part, and any addition to our knowledge of 
its more distinguished members is always welcome. But we have 
been unable to find anything of particular interest to the legal 
profession. Mr. CrEEVEy was a strong partizan and so intemperate 
in his criticism that one can have little confidence in his judg- 
ment. He was present at the trial of Queen Caro.ine before 
the House of Lords, and in speaking of the speech of the 
Solicitor-General (afterwards Lord Lynpuurst) says: ‘‘A more 
vulgar, bombastical, blackguard chap I never in my life heard.” 
We may contrast this opinion with that of Lord Campse.u 
(always an unsparing critic of the career of his eminent contem- 
porary) : “Though by no means scrupulous about principle, 

e was above any sort of meanness, and always comported himself 
as a gentleman.” And in referring to the Queen’s trial, he says: 
‘“‘Coprzy chiefly distinguished himself in the reply.” Mr. 
Crexvey prints a number of letters from Lord Brovenam, with 
whom he at one time seems to have been on terms of intimacy. 
These letters, jerky in composition, and crowded with nicknames, 
give but little impression of the energy and intellectual power of 
the writer. 


WE conTINvE to read in the newspapers reports of cases which 
illustrate the inconvenience of the English law by which criminal 
charges are conducted, with few exceptions, by a private 
complainant assisted by the police. ‘Two foreigners were recently 
charged at the Marlborough-street police-court with having been 
found at the Carlton Hotel for the supposed purpose of com- 
mitting a felony. At the hearing the magistrate was informed 
that the hotel company, though they had no desire to shirk their 
duties, did not intend to prosecute. The reason given for this 
decision was that some time ago a person in almost similar circum- 
stances had stopped at the hotel representing that he was a peer 
of the realm ; that the company had prosecuted him and were told 
that they had instituted criminal proceedings merely for the 
a of recovering a civil debt. The magistrate expressed 

is surprise, saying that it had now gone forth that persons could 
go to the hotel and run up a bill there without the fear of a prose- 
cution, and that he had no doubt that the defendants had used the 
hotel for the express purpose of carrying on a series of extensive 
frauds. We have, therefore, offences in the highest degree 
injurious to the public which may at any time go unpunished 
simply because the person immediately concerned wishes, for 
reasons wholly unconnected with the merits of the case, to take 
no further part in the prcceedings. 


iil 


THE PROFEssION and the public are indebted to Mr. B 
K.C., for bringing out, in his speech at the Law Studenty’ 
Debating Society dinner, one important consideration relatiys 
to the four imperfectly clad Lady Litigants in Person of the 
Law Society which has been overlooked by previous commentg. 
tors. He remarked that London smoke would speedily do 
for those figures what the Council of the Law Society had 
refrained from doing—namely, provide them with decent garb, 
It is no doubt satisfactory to consider that in the course of g 
few years neither the Council, nor their law students, nor the 
public will be in danger of contamination of their morals, but we 
confess we cannot help regretting the loss of the instructive 
allegory involved in the present condition of the figures. They 
are represented as having sacrificed the whole of their wari. 
robe, save a small blanket, in order to meet the costs of the 
other side. We trust that the Council will see to it that, by 
roeans of the vacuum cleaner or otherwise, the coating of soot ig 
from time to time removed, so that the full force of the allegory 
may be apparent. 








Ancient Lights. 


Tue decision of the House of Lords this week in Colls v. Home and 
Colonial Stores (Limited) ( Times, 3rd inst.) is of the greatest import- 
ance with regard to the amount of light which may be claimed 
by the owner of a dominant tenement to which a right to light is 
attached. ‘Two opposing views have of late years been evident 
in the cases—one that the dominant tenement is entitled to only 
such an amount of light as is required for its convenient enjoy- 
ment for ordinary purposes of habitation or business ; the other, 
in its extreme form, is that the dominant tenement is entitled to 
the whole light which has in fact had access to the window 
during the statutory period of prescription, regardless of the use 
to which the building has been put; in a more moderate form 
it is, that if the dominant tenement is, at the time of interference 
with the light, being used, or if there is a reasonable expectation 
of its being used, for a purpose which requires an extra- 
ordinary amount of light, then such extraordinary amount is the 
measure of the extent of the easement. 

The extreme view seems to have been founded upon the special 
terms of the Prescription Act, 1833, with regard to the easement 
of light. Section 3 provides that “‘ when the access and use of 
light to and for any dwelling-house, workshop, or other building 
shall have been actually enjoyed therewith for the full period of 
twenty years without interruption, the right thereto shall be 
deemed absolute and indefeasible.”” Thus the easement of light 
is put on a very different footing from other easements, with regard 
to which no such absolute right is conferred by twenty years’ 
enjoyment. ‘It is a matter,” said Lord Wesrsury, C., in Zapling 
v. Jones (11 H. L. ©, 290), “juris positivi, and does not require, 
and therefore ought not to be rested on, any presumption of 
grant or fiction of a licence having been obtained from the 
adjoining proprietor.” And if there is thus an absolute right 
to access of light, it is not an unnatural deduction that the 
dominant tenement is entitled to the entire quantity of light 
which has in fact found access tothe window. In Yates v. Jack 
(14 W. R. 618, L. R. 1 Ch. 295) Lord Cranworrn, C., spoke of 
“an absolute and indefeasible right to the enjoyment of the light 
without reference to the purpose for which it has been used”; 
and in Calcraft v. Thompson (15 W. R. 387) Lord Cugtmsror?, 
'C., said: “The right which is gradually ripening—and 
which after twenty years’ enjoyment is absolutely acquired— 
is a right to have the light freely admitted to the house 
through an aperture of certain dimensions. The particular use 
to which the house is applied during the period in which the 
right is thus growing never enters at all into consideration. 

When the full statutory time has been accomplished, the measure 
| of the right is exactly that (neither more nor less) which has 
| been uniformly enjoyed previously.” From this statement of the 
| nature of the right it was easy to pass to the expressions 
| in Scott v. Pape (31 Oh. D. 554), where Corton, L.J., spoke of 
| the dominant tenement being entitled to a particular “cone 0 
light,” and said also: “‘The access and use of light’ depends 
| upon the number of pencils of light which come directly or by 
, refraction into the window”; and Bowen, L.J., said that 
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language of section 3 of the Prescription Act created ‘an 


indefeasible right to the access of a specific quantity of light 
for the use of a house, workshop, or building.” 

But the view expressed in these cases attributes too literal an 
effect to the words of the statute, and when it was put forward 
in Kelk v. Pearson (19 W. R. 665, L. R. 6 Ch. 811) it was 
rejected by James, L.J. “‘ On the part of the plaintiff,” he said, 
“jt was argued before us that this was an absolute right—that 
now, under the statute 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71, he had an absolute 
and indefeasible right by way of property to the whole amount 
of light and air which came through the windows into his 
house. . . I am of opinion that the statute has in no 
degree whatever altered the pre-existing law as to the nature 
and extent of this right”; and the learned judge went on to 
define what such nature and extent were : ‘‘ The nature and extent 
of the right before that statute was to have that amount of light 
through the windows of a house which was sufficient, according 
to the ordinary notions of mankind, for the comfortable use and 
enjoyment of that house as a dwelling-house, if it were a 
dwelling-house, or for the beneficial use and enjoyment of the 
house, if it were a warehouse, a shop, or other place of business. 
That was the extent of the easement—a right to prevent your 
neighbour from building upon his land so as to obstruct the 
access of sufficient light and air to such an extent as to render 
the house substantially less comfortable and enjoyable” In 
City of London Brewery Co. v. Tennant (L. R. 9 Ch. 212) Lord 
SetzorNeE, C., expressed his concurrence with the view as to the 
effect of the statute taken in Kelk v. Pearson; but the definition 
of the extent of the right seems to have left it open to question 
whether the right could be claimed only in respect of an ordinary 
use of the dominant tenement, or whether, if it were being put 
tosome use which required an extraordinary amount of light, the 
extent of the easement would be increased accordingly. 

In Warren vy. Brown (50 W. R. 97; 1902, 1 K. B.15) the 
Court of Appeal, indeed, assumed that elk v. Pearson was in 
favour of the latter rule. ‘“ We think,” said Romer, L.J., in 
delivering the judgment of the Court of Appeal, “ that, since the 
case of Kelk vy. Pearson it is impossible to hold properly that 
the statutory right is not interfered with merely because after 
the interference the house may still come up to some supposed 
standard as to what a house ordinarily requires by way 
of light for the purposes of inhabitancy or business.” 
This passage, it should be noted, was prompted rather 
by the judgment of Metis, LJ., in elk v. Pearson 
than by that of James, L.J., the former judge observing 
that it was impossible for the law to say that there was 
acertain quantity of light which a man was entitled to; it was 
in gach case a question of comparison, whether by reason of 





deprivation of light the house was substantially less comfortable 


than it was before. Possibly this meant that the extent of the 
right depended upon the use to which the house was being put; 

it was used for ordinary purposes of business or habitation, 
an ordinary amount of light would be sufficient; if for extra- 
ordinary purposes, then an extraordinary amount of 
light might be required. But it is not material 
to examine whether there was any real divergence 
between the judgments delivered in Kelk v. Pearson. It is 
sufficient that in Warren v. Brown the Court of Appeal con- 
sidered that the extent of the right was to be tested by the 
actual use to which the house was being put, and that the 
owner’s right was infringed if the light he required 
for that use, whether the use was ordinary or extra- 
ordinary, was substantially diminished. And the same 
view owas taken shortly afterwards by the Court 
of Appeal in Home and Colonial Stores (Limited) v. Colls (50 
W. R. 227; 1902, 1 Ch. 302). “There may,” said Cozens- 
Harpy, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, “be 
teal damage to the owner or occupier of a building used for 
particular purposes, although there would be no real damage if 
the building were not used or reasonably adapted for such 
purposes,” 

It is against the decision in Home and Colonial Stores (Limited) 
v. Colls based upon this principle that the present appeal to the 
House of Lords was brought, and that tribunal has rejected the 
wide view of the extent of the right to light in both its forms, 

has pronounced in favour of the limited view expressed in 


the following passage from the judgment of Lord Davey: 
‘* According to both principle and authority, I am of opinion that 
the owner or occupier of the dominant tenement is entitled to 
the uninterrupted access through his ancient windows of a 
quantity of light, the measure of which is what is required 
for the ordinary purposes of inhabitancy or business of 
the tenant according to the ordinary notions of mankind, 
and that the question for what purpose he has thought 
fit to use that light, or the mode in which he finds it con- 
venient to arrange the internal structure of his tenement, 
does not affect the question. The actual user will neither 
increase nor diminish the right.” The theory that under the 
Prescription Act the dominant owner is entitled to the whole 
light which physically has access through the window was over- 
thrown by reverting to the original principle that an action for 
disturbance of a right to light is an action for a nuisance. ‘An 
action lies,” so it was stated in Aldred’s case (9 Rep. 576), ina 
passage quoted by Lord Macnacuren, “for hindrance vf the 
light, for the ancient form of the action was significant—sc., 
quod messuagium horrida tenebritate obscuravit.” And both the 
Lord Chancellor and Lord Davey founded themselves 
on Lord Harpwicke’s judgment in Fishmongers’ Company 
v. East India Co. (Dickens 163): “It is not sufficient to say it 
will alter the plaintiffs lights, for then no vacant piece of 
ground could be built on in the city ; and here will be seventeen 
feat distance—and the law says it must be so near as to be a 
nuisance.” And if, as has been determined, the Prescription 
Act does not, in spite of its language, alter the extent of the 
right, but only the mode of its acquisition, then an interference 
with aright to light is only actionable so far as it constitutes a 
nuisance. This means that the dominant owner has not a pro- 
prietary right in the whole of the light which enters his window, 
but is only entitled to such an amount of light as is necessary 
for the enjoyment of his tenement. 

But while, by reverting to the doctrine prior to 1833, it is thus 
possible to get rid of the theory which has been founded on the 
words of the Prescription Act, it is still necessary to determine 
whether a dominant owner can claim that an interference with 
the extraordinary amount of light which he requires for a special 
purpose is a nuisance and actionable. This point also the House 
of Lords has decided adversely to the dominant owner, and it 
is now settled that the extent of the right to light which is 
acquired under the statute by twenty years’ enjoyment is to be 
tested by the standard of ordinary user. The great argument 
for not allowing the right to be measured by the actual user 
at the date of interference is that this would enable a dominant 
owner at any time, by altering the user or the internal 
arrangement of premises, to increase his right to light 
and so throw a greater burden on the servient tenement. 
A dominant owner, as Lord Davey pointed out, does not lose or 
restrict his right to light by non-user of his ancient lights or 
by not using the full measure of light which the law permits; 
and in the same way he does not enlarge his right by using a 
greater amount of light than is required for ordinary purposes. 
The right which is gained under the statute isa right only to 
light for ordinary purposes. Whether under special circum- 
stances any greater right could be gained—as where light is 
with the knowledge of the servient owner used for more than 
twenty years for extraordinary purposes—is a question which 
Lord Davey left open; but it may be doubted whether such an 
extended right could arise otherwise than by express grant. At 
any rate it is now settled that in general the right to light 
depends on the standard of ordinary use, and not upon any 
special use to which the dominant tenement is being put. 








It is announced that Mr. G. D. Warry, K.C., who has held the position 
of Recorder of Portsmouth for the last twenty-four years, has resigned 
owing to ill-health. 

We are informed that a book on “The Domesday Boroughs”? by Mr. 
Adolphus Ballard, town clerk of Woodstock, will be issued immediately 
from the Oxford University Press. The author has endeavoured, by an 
independent collation of the Domesday evidence, to ascertain the munici 
customs of the latter halt of the eleventh century, and to find out w 
was in the minds of the Domesday valuers when they spoke of a borough. 





Mr. Ballard’s conclusions throw doubts on several points that haye 
hitherto been regarded as settled. 
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A New Danger to Order 14. 
II 


In our previous article on this subject (ante, p. 430) we shewed 
that the question whether an appeal lies from the decision of a 
master on a reference under ord. 14, r. 7, depends upon whether 
or not such reference is analogous to the old common law refer- 
ence of an action to arbitration by rule of court on consent. 
Since that article appeared, Praser vy. Fraser (No. 2) has been 
more fully reported (20 Times Rep. 437), and it is now clear that 
the Divisional Court has held that such an analogy exists. If 
this can be maintained, we are prepared to admit that no appeal 
lies from the decision of the master. But there are several 
arguments of such cogency pointing in the opposite direction, 
which were not presented to the court, that, while expressing our 
great respect for the learned judges, we hope we may, without 
presumption, subject this apparent analogy to a somewhat close 
analysis. 

We pointed out in our previous article one fundamental 
difference between the reference of an action to a master under 
ord. 14, r. 7, by order with consent of parties, and the old 
common law reference of an action to arbitration by order on 
consent. We shewed that the former is a reference for trial 
under section 14 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and carries with 
it an obligation on the part of the master or other referee 
to direct judgment in accordance with his findings, while the 
latter was a reference to arbitration under which the 
arbitrator had no power to direct judgment. We will 
now endeavour to shew that, apart from this difference as 
to the order for judgment being compulsory in the one case, 
and prohibited in the other, there are strong reasons for holding 
that there is no real analogy between the two kinds of reference. 
We even go so far as to contend that the former have superseded 
the latter altogether, and that it can be shewn that the old 
eommon law “submissions made in a cause at law,” as they 
were called, ceased to exist when the Arbitration Act, 1889, was 
passed. 

The practice at common law of referring an action to arbitra- 
tion by consent was one of great antiquity, for Tipp states that 
prior to the reign of Queen AnneE it was established that the 
reference of an action by order on consent to arbitration was an 
implied stay of proceedings, ‘‘ But in the beginning of Queen 
Awne’s reign a rule was made that no reference whatsoever of 
any cause or matter depending in the King’s Bench should stay 
the proceedings, unless it was expressed in the rule of reference ” : 
Tidd (9th ed., 1828), p. 822. Throughout his copious treatise 
on this subject Trpp clearly brings out the attitude of the court 
towards these references. They were submissions to arbitration 
of a pending cause, and the court would not interfere with the 
decision of the arbitrator. The parties, having chosen their own 
tribunal, must abide by its decision. The attitude of the court 
was one of neutrality. It washed its hands of the action until 
the award was made, after which it allowed its machinery to be 
used to enforce the award, but would not hear any appeal against 
it. It appears, however, from the passage we have quoted from 
Tipp that in Queen Annz’s time the court was not wholly satis- 
fied with the working of the arrangement under which parties 
referred their actions to arbitration, and that it changed its 
attitude towards these references. It threw open to the parties 
the right to come back to court if they were not satisfied with 
the way in which the arbitration was being conducted. They 
were no longer to be finally bound by their submission, unless 
they voluntarily continued the arbitration proceedings until an 
award was made. The finality of the submission and award was 
thenceforward to be specifically expressed in order to be 
effective. RvussEexi, in his work on arbitration, bears this out. In 
his chapter on submissions he defines a reference to arbitration 
(Russell Arb. (7th ed.), p. 41): “The parties must manifestly 
intend to be concluded by the decision of the person called in, in 
order to clothe him with the authority of an arbitrator.” And 

in section 6 of the same chapter he deals with “ submissions 
made in a cause at law,” where an order “ will by common law 
be drawn up on consent of parties referring the cause, or the 
cause with other matters, to arbitration.” That this form of 


submission still exists by common law, where an action 








together with other matters is referred by order on consent 
we do not question, but that it still exists where an action 
alone is referred by order on consent we think there are sub- 
stantial reasons for denying. There is no doubt that th, 
existed down to the time when the Arbitration Act, 1889, came 
into force. That Act is divided into three parts. Part I. deals 
with ‘‘ References by Consent out of Court,” and consolidates 
and amends the previous statutory provisions as to arbitration 
under submission, or agreement, between persons where no 
action existed at the time the submission was entered into, Part 
II. deals with ‘‘ References under Order of Court,” and Part If, 
contains general provisions as to the conduct of referen 
application of the Act to references under statute, and other 
formal matters. 

The Arbitration Act comprised within its scope all previously 
existing methods of reference to arbitration. The part of the 
Act dealing with references under submission studiously omits 
all mention of references of an action to arbitration, which under 
the common law were effected by submission to a rule of court, 
These references are called in the Arbitration Act “references by 
order,” and are dealt with by section 14. References of part of 
an action had been previously dealt with by section 57 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, and we invite special attention to the words 
of this section, which we will quote as far as they provide for 
these references :— 

“57. In any cause or matter (other than a criminal proceeding by the 
Crown) in which all parties interested who are under no disability, consent 
thereto, the court or a judge may at any time, on such terms as 
may be thought proper, order any question, or issue of fact . . . to 
be tried before an official referee or before a special referee to 
be agreed on between the parties, and any such special reteree so agreed on 


shall have the same powers and duties and proceed in the same manner as 
an official referee.”’ 


These were references for trial of part of an action—some 
question, that is, of fact or of account arising in the action—and 
are quite distinct from reference of an entire action under the 
common law. 

Let us now see how the Arbitration Act, which repealed the 
above section, deals with both these forms of reference, those of 
part of an action and those of the entire action. For convenience 
we will again quote the portions of section 14 of the Arbitration 
Act which deals with this point : 


‘14, In any cause or matter (other than a criminal proceeding by the 


Crown) — 

‘* (a) If all the parties interested who are under no disability consent 
als the court or a judge may at any time order the whole cause o 
matter, or any question or issue of fact therein, to be tried before a special 
referee or arbitrator respectively agreed upon by the parties, or before an 
official referee or officer of the court.’’ 


It is impossible to doubt that in inserting the words we have 
italicised and combining them with the words following, the 
framers of the Arbitration Act intended to bring within the 
scope of the section the old common law reference of an entire 
action by order on consent, and to place it in the same category 
as the references of part of an action under the repealed section 
of the Judicature Act, 1873, the very words of which are adopted 
and applied to an entire action referred on consent, as well as to 
part of an action. Wherever, in future, an existing action was 
referred by order with consent of parties, it was to be referred 
for trial as prescribed for part of an action by the Judicature Act, 
1873, s. 57, and not to arbitration under the common law. Even 
if the rules under the Arbitration Act had not provided for 
appeal in such cases, the mere fact that trial was substituted for 
arbitration is evidence in itself that the right of appeal would 
follow as a natural consequence. 

Section 14 of the Arbitration Act, in fact, marks a second 
change of attitude on the part of the court towards the common 
law reference of an action to arbitratioa Previously it had 
held aloof from interference with the disposal of the matter, oF 
its result. But now, in 1889, it determined to conduct the trial 
of these cases itself. And there was a good reason for so doing. 
The Judicature Act of 1873 had established a tribunal of official 
referees and had assigned to them the duty of trying parts of 
actions referred under section 57 by consent, and also compulsory 
references where the action consisted mainly of accounts, &, 
and also of conducting inquiries and reporting to the court. 4 





| 1889 the official referees were well established, and their courts 
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had gained the confidence of the profession, but they were not 
fully employed. Here was machinery ready to hand for dis- 

ing of references, and there can be little doubt that the legal 
authorities who framed the Arbitration Act considered that it 
would be advisable to change the attitude of the court towards 
the two kinds of references to arbitration which were made by 
order in existing actions. The first was the order on consent to 
refer an action to arbitration under the common law; and the 
second was the order without consent to refer an action com- 
pulsorily to arbitration under section 3 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1854, which was repealed. Both these kinds of 
reference are included in section 14 of the Arbitration Act. 
The court took possession of them, and with the help of 
Parliament and the Rule Committee, established its own method 
of disposing of them—namely, by trial before an official or 
special referee or officer of the court, with the right of appeal 
from the judgment given. 

The above shews, we think, with some clearness that the old 
common law reference to arbitration ceased to exist when the 
Arbitration Act was passed, with the sole exception of a refer- 
ence by consent of an action together with other matters in 
difference between the parties. It also shews that a reference 
toa master under ord. 14, r. 7, differs in no respect from a 
reference to an official referee. Both derive their authorization 
from the same statutory provision; both are regulated by the 
same Rules of Court; the powers and duties of the referee are 
in both cases the same; and it is impossible to doubt that the 
same right of appeal exists in the one case as in the other. In 
neither case, moreover, does the order of reference contain any 
words which comply with the fundamental requirement of a 
submission which we have quoted from RussEtt—namely, that 
“the parties must manifestly intend to be concluded by the 
decision.” No such intention is expressed in an order of refer- 
ence to a master under order 14, nor to an official referee. 


( To be continued.) 








Reviews. 
Legal T Leaves. 


: BEING A LAwYEr's TaLEes Our or Scoot. By 
Smith, Elder, & Co. 

We regret that our notice of this clever and diverting book has 

been so long delayed. It has certainly not been due to want 
of appreciation of its contents. There are few who can read 
it without being impressed with the graphic powers of delineation 
and peculiar dry humour of the writer, and the book is eminently 
one for a lawyer to take up for recreation in his leisure moments. 
It is full of amusing sketches, but the one we like best is that about 
“Toke,” the managing clerk of many years ago, when the chambers 
of the judges and masters were in the Rolls Garden, hard by 
Chancery-lane—one of the elderly managing clerks of those days, 
whose “‘ rough-and-tumble ways, strident voice, and odd costume, 
varying from that of a dissenting minister in low water to that of a 
sporting publican, were in very many instances only the outer case of 
& faithful and able clerk and a kind-hearted, well-meaning man.” 
_Toke’s personality appears to have corresponded with that descrip- 
tion of hisclass. He ‘‘ was as nearly like a typical omnibus-driver of 
that time as anything I candescribe. He hada great, big, red, smooth- 
shaved face; avery sparse proportion of grey hair inhabiting the 
territory represented by the top of his head, and a most rotund 
person, which protruded so much in front of the building line that it 
was difficult to see how he kept his balance, and, in fact, he only 
managed it by throwing himself back like the military bandsmen 
who play big drums suspended from their necks.” He ‘knew 
no law whatsoever, and his usefulness (which I am bound to say 
was not very great, for he was a daily cross to the member of the 
firm who was his special chief) consisted almost entirely in his experi- 
ence of the common methods of enforcing payment of debts, which 
was one of the firm's sources of revenue, as they acted for several 
large wholesale houses in the city.” 

Of his visits to these clients to receive instructions a very amusing 
account is given, but we pass on to the scene of Toke’s greatest 
triumphs, the judges’ chambers. Here he ‘“‘ was quite at home and a 
well-known figure, He had his special voice there for calling out the 
names of other firms of solicitors, and it was perfectly different to 
the voice that proceeded from him on other occasions. . T have 
often wondered, since the days when I was an occasional spectator of 
Toke’s wrestlings for and against Justice, how any Judge or Master 
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could possibly have made out what it was that he wanted ‘‘ M’lord”’ 
or ‘‘ Master” to direct to be done or not to be done, for he had not 
the faintest idea how to express himself clearly, and generally forgot 
what he had been instructed to say or applied it to the wrong case. 
But judges and masters also bad « soft spot, I feel sure, for the old 
fellow who had been about them for so long, and helped him 
through somehow, and it would have cut him to the heart if anybody 
had deprived him of the illusion which he cherished—that he was 
a most effective advocate in Chambers.” 

We must leave the reader to find out for himself the further details 
of Toke’s career, admirably set forth, including the diverting story of 
the wedding of Toke’s daughter. But we have said enough to shew 
the power of portraying outward semblance and character possesse J 
by the author. 

Among the chapters with a moral is that on “the credulity of 
lawyers,” which will be perused with a good deal of interest by most 
practitioners. And before we leave the book we must direct attention 
to the amusing paper on ‘Land Transfer,” including a scheme 
contained in a paper read by the author some time before the 
passing of the Land Transfer Act, and as to which he thinks he can 
fairly claim credit for the extent to which legislation has been 
modelled on his suggestions. The scheme is contained in a Bill, 
clause 3 of which provides that the operation of the Act ‘‘ shall be 
limited for a period of ten years to the private residences of the Lord 
Chancellor, the Judges and Law Officers of the Crown, and the 
members of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, with the 
rights, easements, and appurtenances thereto belonging,’ and clause 
7 of which proposes to enact that ‘‘any person who wishes to have a 
certificate in respect of any matter or thing done or omitted under 
this Act shall be entitled to bespeak the same at the office of the 
Masters in Lunacy.’ The Bill also provides for the erection of a 
building to be styled ‘‘ The Refuge for Solicitors ruined by the Land 
Transfer Act,” and for providing the inmates with lodging and board 
and two complete Chancery suits per annum. The book may be 
heartily commended to our readers. 





Books Received. 


The English Reports, Vol. XL.: Chancery XX., containing Mylne 
& Keen, Vol. 3, and Mylne & Craig, Vols. 1 to 3. William Green 
& Sons, Edinburgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Bills of Exchange, Cheques, and Promissory Notes; with an 
Appendix containing the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. By ALLAN 
McNEILL, Solicitor and Notary Public, Edinburgh. William Green 
& Sons, Edinburgh. 

The Law Magazine and Review: A Quarterly Review of Juris- 
prudence. Being the combined Law Magazine, founded in 1828, and 
the Law Review, founded in 1844. May, 1904. Jordan & Sons 
(Limited). 

Reports of Rating Appeals heard before the London and other 
Quarter Sessions, the Queen’s and King’s Bench Division, the Court 
of Appeal, and the House of Lords, 1894-1904. By WALTER C. RYDE 
and E, M. Konstam, Barristers-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 





Correspondence. 


Mortgages of Freehold Property Registered with 
Possessory Title. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—It would be interesting to know what is now the usual 
practice adopted in taking a mortgage of freehold property, where 
the mortgagee has been registered with a possessory title under the 
Land Transfer Acts. Key and Elphinstone in the Sixth Edition 
recommend a mortgage in the old form, with a transfer or charge in 
the form semtived Ur the rules. 

We are about to complete a mortgage for trustees, and rely upon 
the form of charge under the Act alone, and it is assumed that this 
practically will give the trustees all the protection really necessary, 
if it becomes advisable at any time hereafter to realize the security. 

The title is quite a simple one. OLD SUBSCRIBER. 

150, Leadenhall-street, London, E.C., April 25. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”’—Eb. S.J.] 





The Licensing Bill, 1904. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I notice that in ‘Current Topics” for this week you state 
that this Bill provides that in a county borough the appeal from the 
licensing justices of the borough shall be to the whole body of the 





justices of that borough, presided over by the recorder. But is this so ? 








456 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





May 7 1904, 








Clause 1 provides that the power to refuse the renewal of an 
on-licence on any ground other than the ground that the licensed premises 
have been ill-conducted or are structurally deficient or unsuitable, or 
grounds connected with the character or fitness of the proposed holder of 
the licence, shall be vested in quarter sessions. 

Clause 7 (2) provides that ‘‘ this Act’ shall apply to a county 
borough as if it were a county, with the substitution of the whole 
body of borough justices and the recorder for quarter sessions. 

Clause 9 (1) provides that this Act shall be construed as one with 
the Licensing Acts, 1828 to 1902. 

The question arises whether clause 7 (2) substitutes the borough 
justices and the recorder for the county quarter sessions in all cases, 
or whether the words ‘‘ this Act” in that sub-section do not limit its 
operation to the exercise of the powers taken away from the licensing 
justices and conferred on quarter sessions by ‘‘ this Act.” In other 
words, if the justices were to refuse an on-licence on any of the 
grounds excepted from the operation of section 1 (or an off-licence on 
any grounds) would appeal lie to the county quarter sessions as 
heretofore ? A JUSTICES’ CLERK. 

April 30, 

[Our correspondent, no doubt, takes the correct view as to the con- 
struction of the Bill. It is to be hoped, however, that when it leaves 
Committee it will be found that county quarter sessions will be 
deprived of all power of overruling borough licensing justices.— 
Ep. S.J.] 





Cases of the Week. 


House of Lords. 


CATERHAM URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL v. GODSTONE RURAL 
DISTRICT COUNCIL. 2nd May. 


Locat GoveRNMENT—CoNvVERSION OF Part or Rurat District rwro Urean 
District — AbsvustMENT OF Property AND LiApiLities —‘‘ Prorerry, 
Income, Dents, Liantities, AND Exprenses’’—Hicuway Expensrs— 
Loss or Income tro Rurat Districts—Locat Government Acrs, 1888 


——— 


ferred or retained, or of such joint user, or in respect of the 
remuneration, or compensation payable to any officer or person, The 
latter words, in my opinion, confirm the promd facie meaning | attach to 
the earlier words. It must be admitted, I think, that the property, debts 
or liabilities to be retained or transferred must mean existing property op 
debts, or a liability actually incurred, and the expression financial relation, 
I think, also refers to any reciprocal financial obligation which the undivideg 
district and thereserved portion may havealready incurred towards each other, 
I construe the words ‘‘ income and expenses”’ in the same manner. | think that 
‘*income’’ means income presently enjoyed, or to which there is a present title 
and does not include income which may hereafter be derived from property 
which is held in trust for the district, or some income such as a rent-cha 
or other annual payment applicable under some charitable trust or other. 
wise to the benefit of the district or relief of the ratepayers init. I think 
the words would also inelude the proceeds of any rate already made on the 
whole district. It is true that income in this sense would strictly be 
included under the general word ‘‘ property,’’ and that is, perhaps, the 
reason why the word is dropped out in the subsequent enumeration of 
matters of adjustment. I am, therefore, of opinion that the words of the 
section do not necessarily, or according to their proper construction, confer 
any such right as is claimed in this litigation. But I think the case may 
be put on a broader principle. The very object of the scheme which has 
been made under section 57 of the Act is to enable the present appellants 
to rate their own district and expend the rates so raised for the exclusive 
benefit of their own district. In fact, when one speaks of the severance of 
an administrative unit it is only a compendious way of expressivg this result, 
That the rates derived irom the severed district will be lost to the district 
from which it is severed is the inevitable consequence and intention of 
putting the Act in foree, and if this were understood by the Legislature 
to be a matter for compensation some words would be found in the Aet 
which confer the right to such compensation. Adjustment seems to mea 
different idea from compensation. When a severance takes place of an 
administrative unit some adjustment is necessary. There are, or may be, 
common property or income, debts, liabilities, or expenses owing or 
incurred by or on behalf of the undivided area. These matters require 
adjustment, and section 62 appears to me to be nothing more than a pro- 
cedure section for enabling such matters to be adjusted. sut the 
respondents have no vested imterest in the profit to be derived from the 
Caterham highway rates after severance, and there is no abstract right of 
either of the parties to be compensated by the other for any tuture 
financial detriment arising from acts directed or authorized by the Legis- 








(51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41), ss. anp 1894 (56 & 57 Vict c. 73), 

s. 54. 

Ibis was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (Vaughan 
Williams, Stirling, and Mathew, L.JJ., 51 W. R., p. 353; 1903, 1 K. B. 
554). In 1898 the county council of Surrey, in pursuance of the provisions 
of the Local Government Acts, 1888 and 1894, made an order constituting 
the parish of Caterham a special urban district, and on the 16th of 
February, 1899, this order was (with certain alterations) confirmed by an 
order of the Local Government Board. Under these orders the parish of 
Caterham ceased to form part of the rural district of Godstone, and was 
converted into and constituted an urban district; and the highways 
thereof had been since the 17th of April, 1899, under the separate control 
and management of the Caterham Urban District Council, and the parish 
of Caterham had ceased to contribute towards the highway expenses of the 
Godstone Rural District Council. Under the order all the property and 
liabilities which were attaching to or vested in the Godstone Rural District 
Council, so far as regarded the area comprised in the urban district of 
Caterham, passed to and vested in the Caterham Urban District Council, 
including the liability to maintain the highways. The rural district 
council claimed an adjustment of the income, liabilities and expenses 
under section 62 of the Local Government Act, 1388, in respect of the 
maintenance of the highways, as there would be a loss to them by reason 
of the order, and the Court of Appeal considered this was a matter for 
adjustment within that section. 

Tue Hovse (Earl of Hatssvry, C., and Lords Davey, James or Hereronp, 
and Roxertson) allowed the appeal. 

Lord Davey —The question to be determined in this appeal was thus 
stated by Vaughan Williams, L.J. ‘‘It is said,’’ he observes, ‘‘ that by 
reason ot the separation of the parish of Caterham from the Godstone rural 
district, the council of that district will lose the profit which they formerly 
derived from the contribution of the parish of Caterham ’”’; and the ques- 
tion, he added, was whether that apprehended loss was matter for 
adjustment pursuant to the provisions of section 62 of the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1888. I think that the Lord Justice accurately described the 
claim which is put forward by the respondents. What they are seeking is 
not an adjustment, in the ordinary sense of that word, of common property 
or liabilities, or of any reciprocal liabilities of Caterham and Godstone 
towards each other, but compensation for a loss which they apprehend 
they will suffer by the severance of Caterham trom the Godstone rural 
district. Section 62 says nothing about compensation for apprehended 
loss of profit or injury. Local authorities are by the section in question 
authorized to make agreements for the purpose of adjusting ‘‘any pro- 
perty, income, debts, liabilities, and expenses.’’ ‘The primd facie meaning 
of these words is to give powers or facilities for adjusting any matters 
which by reason of the Act or a scheme made under it require adjustment. 
In the following words the expression is altered. The section goes on to 
say (reading it short) that any agreement authorized by the Act to be 
made ‘‘for the purpose of the adjustment of any property, debts, 
liabilities, or financial relations ”’ may provide for the transfer or retention 
of “yA property, debts, or liabilities, or for the joint use of any property, 
and for the transfer of any duties, and for payment by either party to the 


57, 62; 


lature ; and in my opinion there is nothing in the Act which creates such 
aright. I am, therefore, of opinion that the appeal should be allowed. 
It follows from what I have said that I think the cases of the Jn re Roch- 
dale Union v. Haslingden (47 W. R. 322; 1899, 1 Q. B. 540), and Jn re 
Buckinghamshire County Council v. Hertfordshire Vounty Council (1899, 
1 Q. B. 515), were wrongly decided, and should be overruled. 

The other learned and noble lords agreeing, the decision of the 
Court of Appeal was reversed.—CounsreL, Bray, K.C., and Shear- 
man, K.C.; C. A. Russell, K.C. and G. Humphreys. Soxtcrrors, Cooper, 
Turner, § Evans, for £. A. Head, East Grinstead; F. B. Winter. 

[Reported by C. H. Grarron, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Court of Appeal. 
OWENS v. P. & A. CAMPBELL (LIM.). No. 1. 26th April. 


Master snp Servant—Emptoyers’ Lianmrry—Comprensarion—Accipent 
—‘‘ Facrory’’—Suie ar WHarr—Fmeman IN SHip— Workmen's Uom- 
PENSATION Act, 1897 (60 & 61 VicrT. c. 37), s. 7. 
Appeal from an award of Judge Owen, sitting at the Cardiff County 
Court; under the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897. The accident m 
respect of which the claim was made took place on the 21st of August, 
1903, on board the steamship Cambria, owned by P. & A. Campbell 
(Limited). She was a passenger boat making daily trips in the summer in 
the Bristol Channel. ‘The applicant was a seaman ou the ship's articles, 
and he was employed as a fireman on board The Cambria, his average 
weekly wages being 328. Zhe Cambria came into Cardiff at 7.35 p.m. on 
the 20th ot August, and was made fast to the landing pontoon, which was 
outside the entrance to the docks. The pontoon was a landing stage 
which rose and fell with the tide. The engine fires in the vessel were left 
in all night, and early on the morning of the 21st of August the applicant 
went on board to perform his usual duties as fireman. The vessel was 
timed to leave Cardiff for Ilfracombe at 8.15 a.m. At8.17 a.m. whilst the 
applicant was attending to the boilers, a tube in one of the boilers 
burst, and he was severely scalded on the face and arms. The gangways 
from the vessel to the pontoon were still out at the time and practically 
all the passengers going by the vessel were on board. ‘The main and 
auxiliary engines of the vessel had been worked before the accident 
happened. In proceedings to assess compensation under the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1897, the employers contended that the employment 
of the applicant was not one to which the Act applied. ‘The county court 
judge held, upon the authority of Grifin v. Houlder Line (52 W.R. 323; 
1904, 1 K. B. 510), that the Act — The employers appealed, 

Tue Covur (Cotiins, M.R., and Romer, L.J., Marnew, L.J., dissenting), 
having taken time to consider, a)lowed the appeal. 
Cours, M.R., said that in Griffin v. Houlder Line the court held that a 
seaman Clearing out a hold of a ship in a dock for the reception of cargo 
came within the Act. But there the seaman was on board a ship which 
was inadock. Here the ship was lying alongside of and using a wharf, 
which was a factory within the Act, but was not in any dock. Was 





agreement in respect of property, debts, duties, and liabilities so trans- 


the applicant employed ‘‘on or in or about’’ the wharf’ Clearly he was 
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not employed on or in the wharf. Was he employed ‘about ”’ the wharf ? 
It was wellsettled that the word about carried with it themeaning of physical 
ximity. It also carried with it the meaning of employment on the 
business of the factory. The employment must be in relation to the pur- 
for which the employers had the use of the wharf. Here the injured 
man was a seaman engaged at the time of the accident in discharging his 
ordinary duties in attending to the boilers of the vessel, and his work had 
no connection with the purposes for which the wharf was occupied... He 
was not, therefore, employed ‘‘about”’ the wharf, and the case did not 
come within the Act. 

Romer, L.J., concurred. 

Matuew, L.J., dissented. In his view the evidence shewed that the 
employers could not have made the wharf available for their business with- 
out the assistance of such a workman as the applicant. He was on the 
steamer for a purpose directly connected with the use of the wharf, and, 
in his lordship’s opinion, he was in the course of his employment ‘‘ about ’’ 
the wharf when the accident happened, within the meaning of section 7 of 
the Act.—CounsEL, J. A. Simon; Albert Parsons and Gatehouse. Souicrrors, 
Steadman, Van Praagh, §& Gayler, for W. H. Brown, Bristol; Smith, Rundeli, 
§ Dods, for Meyrick § Davies, Cardiff. 

| Reported by W. F.°Barey, Esq , Barrister-at-Law. j 


OGDENS (LIM.) v. NELSON. SAME v. TELFORD. No.1. 29th April. 


OonrracT—BreacH—AGREEMENT TO Participate IN Prorits or Business 
rok A Speciric Periop—Sate or Business Brrore such PrERiwp HAD 
Exprrep—Impuiep Stieviation Nor to Set. 

These were appeals by the plaintiffs from the considered judgment of 
Lord Alverstone, O.J., at a trial without a jury (47 Soxicrrors’ JournaL 
638, 51 W. R. 696). The actions were brought by the plaintiffs, a company 
in liquidation, to recover the price of goods sold and delivered to the 
defendants, who were retail tobacconists. The defendants admitted the 
plaintiffs’ claim, but counterclaimed for damages for breach of agreement 
under the following circumstances: Prior to the month of March, 1902, 
there had been considerable agitation in the retail tobacco trade respecting 
an alleged attempt by the plaintiff company to obtain contro] of the retail 
tobacco trade in the United Kingdom. This agitation led to the founda- 
tion of a company called the Imperial Tobaeco Co. of Great Britain 
and Ireland (Limited), which had offered to various tobacco dealers, 
including the defendants, in consideration of their selling the goods of 
the company and undertaking not to buy any goods of the plaintiffs 
and certain other companies, a share in a bonus of £50,000 and a share of 
certain expected profits of the Imperial Tobacco Co. The offers of the 


-Imperial ‘Tobacco Co. led to a counter-offer by the plaintiff company, 


which was accepted by the defendants,-and the offer and acceptance con- 
stitute the agreement in respect of which the counterclaim was made. 
The offer of the plaintiffs was contained in the following letters: ‘‘ Liver- 
pool, March, 1902. ‘ Bonus distribution.’ Our entiré net profits and 
£200,000 per year for the next four years, commencing the 2nd of April, 
1902. We will for the next four years distribute to such of our customers 
in the United Kingdom as purchase direct from us our entire net profits 
on the goods sold by us in the United Kingdom. In addition to the above 
we will, commencing the 2nd of April, 1902, forthe next four years distribute 
to such of our customers in the United Kingdom as purchase direct from 
us the sum of £200,000 per year. Distribution of net profits will be-made 
as soon after the 2nd of;April, 1903, and annually thereafter, as the accounts 
can be audited, and will be in proportion to the purchases made during the 
year. Distribution as to the £200,000 per year will be made every three 
months, the first distribution to take place as soon after the 2nd of July, 
1902, as accounts can be audited, and will be in proportion to the purchases 
during the three months period. To participate in this offer we do not 
ask you to boycott the goods of any other manufacturer.—Yours faithfully, 
Ogdens (Limited).’’ ‘‘ March 22nd, 1902. Messrs. Ogdens (Limited), 
Liverpool. Dear Sirs,—I beg to inform you that I have not signed the 
agreement with the Imperial Tobacco Co. (Limited), dated March, 1902, 
and, in consideration of participating in your bonus distribution of the 
entire profits on goods sold by you in the United Kingdom and £200,000 
per year for the next four years as set out in your particulars, I hereby 
agree not to sign it or any similar agreement with the Imperial Tobacco 
Co. (Limited) or any other company or firm containing any conditions 
which would prevent me from buying, displaying, selling, or distributing 
your goods or the goods of any other manufacturer, and I also 
undertake to continue to buy, display, and to sell your goods.— 
(Signed) E. Nelson, 100, Queen-strest, Cardiff.”” ‘The contract between 
the plaintiffs and ‘l'elford, which formed the subject of the counterclaim 
in the other action, was the same. Pursuant to the bargain so made, the 
defendants respectively dealt with the plaintiffs, and in the month of 
July, 1902, they each received a share of the £50,000, being one-quarter of 
the £200,000 for the three months ended the 30th of June, 1902. On the 
27th of September, 1902, the plaintiffs sold their undertaking, including 
the goodwill of their business in Great Britain, to the Imperial Tobacco 
Co. The defendants’ counterclaim was for damages in respect of the 
alleged breach by the plaintiffs of the contract contained in the above 
letters, by reason of their having transferred their trading under- 
taking to the Imperial Co., thereby preventing themselves from being in a 
position to earn profits, and preventing tae defendants from continuing 
as their customers, and it was further alleged that the plaintiffs, having 
received consideration amounting to £1,500,000 for assets, including their 
goodwill, had in fact sold their business to third parties, and were liable 
for damages for having deprived themselves of their ability to carry out 

eir agreement. It was argued on behalf of the defendants that either 
the plaintiffs had wilfully prevented themselves from fulfilling their 
contract or that it was an implied condition of the contract that the 
plaintiffs should continue to carry on their business. The Lord Chief 





Justice gave judgment for the defendants on the counterclaims. From 
this judgment the plaintiffs now appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Cottins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Cottrs, M.R., in giving judgment, said that in his opinion the judg- 
ment of the Lord Chief Justice was right. The question raised was 
whether, upon the true construction of the agreement, the plaintiffs, 
Ogdens (Limited), were, by selling their business, emancipated from the 
obligation of paying certain sums of money to the defendants which would 
have been payable if they had continued to carry on their business. If it 
was necessary to read into the agreement a term that Ogdens would not, 
while they were carrying on their business, refuse to sell their goods to the 
person signing it, and thus keep him out from becoming a customer, 
equally so was it necessary to read into the agreement a term that Ogdens 
would not, by a deliberate act of their own, cease to carry on their business 
and thus prevent him from being acustomer. That was the common-sense 
view of the matter when the transaction itself was analyzed. The broad 
principle was that when the consideration had been received there was an 
implied obligation on the recipient to keep in existence the state of things 
out of which his ability to e a return for the consideration sprung. In 
this case the consideration was executed on one side, and on the other there 
was a contract absolute and unqualified in terms to distribute for four 
years the net profits of the business and £200,000 among the customers. 
It was necessarily to be implied that the plaintiffs would not put it out of 
their power to carry out that contract by selling their business. 

Romer and Marnew, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed.—CovunseL, Asquith, K.C., Duke, K.C., and F. E. Smith ; 
Bankes, \.C., Lush, K.C., and J. R. Randolph, Soricrrors, G. Thatcher, for 
Grace, Smith, § Hood, Liverpool; Bell, Brodrick, §& Gray. 

{Reported by E. G. Strttwatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


WEISER v. SEGAR. No. 2. 22nd, 23rd, 25th, and 26th April. 


AcTIoN—STOCKBROKERS AND COvustomeRS—ALLEGED FravupvuLent Mus- 
REPRESENTATION—SOo.icitor’s Instructions—INsoLtvency or Dersrorn— 
Compounpinc Wirn Crepitors—MIspIREcTION oF JuRY—VERDICT— 
Motion ror New Triat Rervsep. 


This was an application by the defendant for judgment or a new trial 
from a verdict and judgment of Wright, J., and a special jury of Middle- 
sex, and a cross-notice by the plaintiff. The action was brought to 
recover asum of £4,481 19s. 10d. for money which had been paid for 
the defendant at his request and certain commission to which the plaintiff 
was entitled as the defendant’s stockbroker, and in the alternative it was 
sought to set aside a certain compromise on the ground that there was 
misrepresentation, and that certain facts had beea a The facts 
were shortly as follows: The plaintiff was a Mr. B. Weiser, a member of 
the Stock Exchange and a stockbroker, the defendant was a Mr. Samuel 
Segar, a timber merchant, and who also occasionally speculated largely on 
the Stock Exchange. The plaintiff's case was that in September, 1902, 
he had had numerous dealings with the defendant, and that the defendant 
also had numerous dealings with another stockbroker, a Mr. Grunebaum. 
‘These accounts were to be paid on the 26th of September, that being pay- 
day. On the 24th of September some of these shares open had been 
carried over to the mid-October account, and it was contended 
that there was payable on the 26th of September, in the case of the 
plaintiff £7,877 9s. 6d., and in the case of Mr. Grunebaum £3,485 11s. 7d. 
He further alleged that at the time the defendant could easily pay his 
brokers in full, but that he gave instructions to his solicitor, Mr. U., to 
obtain an interview with the plaintiff's solicitors, A. & Co., for the p 
of inducing the plaintiff to accept a composition of 10s. in the £, that U. 
informed Mr. A. that the defendant could not possibly pay more than 
£4,000 to the plaintiff ; that he, U., or his firm, were helping to settle the 
matter, and that of Grunebaum, and that Grunebaum would accept a 
composition of 10s. in the £. The plaintiff further alleged that the same 
day U. informed him by telephone that Grunebaum had consented to 50 
per cent. of the claim. The plaintiff, accordingly, being induced by these 
representations, as he alleged, accepted a composition of £4,000 in respect 
of his debt of £7,877 9s. 6d. Later the plaintiff asserted that the defendant 
had made a false representation as to his means, and further, that the 
arrangement with Grunebaum had been obtained in a similar manner by 
fraudulent misrepresentations made to him by the defendant himself. The 
plaintiff also claimed a further sum of £750 17s. 8d., alleging that by the 
terms of the composition it had been agreed that he should take over the 
shares he had carried over for the defendant on the 24th of September. 
The defendant denied this, and contended that the plaintiff had 
been induced to accept this sum of £4,000 in order to stop 
defendant proceeding against the plaintiff for certain stocks and shares, 
which he alleged the plaintiff had sold without the defendant's instructions 
todo so. The defendant did not deny that he was possessed of sufficient 
means. Mr. U., in his evidence, stated that he expressly refused to give 
any representation as to the defendant’s means, and he had no authority 
todoso. As the defendant was ing a claim against the plaintiff, he, 
as the solicitor of the defendant, advised him if it were possible to settle 
the matter for £4,000. Wright, J., at the trial, informed the jury that 
they could find for the plaintiff, without finding that U. had been 
guilty of any fraudulent misrepresentation. The jury found in favour of 
the plaintiff. The defendant appealed on the ground that the judge had 
not directed the jury that in order to give a ict for the plaintiff it was 
necessary to prove wilful deceit, that there was no evidence that the 
representations alleged to have been made by U. were made with the 
authority of the defendant, and that Grunebaum’s evidence (an objection 
to the admission of which had been overruled by the judge) been 
improperly admitted. 
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Tue Court (Vaucuan WiLi1AMs, Streiinc, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
refused the application. 

VauGHan Wiu1ims, L.J.—This case has given me a good deal of 
anxiety. Certainly it is a very unfortunate state of affairs that the greater 
part of the dispute between the plaintiff and the defendant is made to 
depend upon the question whether or not a person who is not a party to 
the action has been guilty of making statements in order to deceive. The 
witness, Mr. U., is in this unfortunate position, for, he not being a 
party to this action, cannot take up the same position in his defence that 
he could have taken up if he was a party to the action. Such a case is 
hard enough when the verdict must depend entirely on the answer ‘‘ Aye ”’ 
or ‘‘No”’ to the question whether the witness has been guilty of that 
fraudulent misrepresentation. But his position is much harder when this 
is not the whole question in the cause of action. Speaking briefly, the 
learned judge devoted the greater part of his summing up to the question 
whether U. had been guilty of this fraudulent misrepresentation, and 
at the end of his summivg up he informs the jury that they can give a 
verdict for the plaintiff without imputing deceit to U. Then follows a 
general verdict for the plaintiff. I wish to say, speaking for myself, that 
I think that under those circumstances no just-minded man, simply from 
the fact of there being a verdict for the plaintiff, ought to draw the 
inference that U. had been guilty of this traudulent misrepresentation. 
The judge told the jury that this verdict would stand without that, and a 
just-minded man ought not therefore to draw this inference. I will now 
state the case generally: This is a motion for a new trial, and is based on 
several grounds—first, misdirection by the judge: and, secondly, that he 
failed to direct the jury sufficiently as to what constitutes fraud. [His 
lordship then dealt with the summing up of the judge, and came 
to the conclusion that there had been no misdirection.] It has 
been said that the omission by the judge to inform the jury that they 
should satisfy themselves that Segar did give the misleading instructions 
to U., and that he innocently, acting on these instructions, represented 
that Segar was impecuniovs, might have misled the jury into tinding a 
verdict for the plaintiff without finding U. or Segar guilty of this 
fraudulent misrepresentation. I do not think that we ought to impute to 
the jury such a stupid frame of mind, and I myself decline to order a 
new trial on the basis that the jury could have done so. ‘That being so, 
what is the view the jury took, looking at the direction given them by the 
judge ; a direction which, as I have stated, is perfectly accurate. [His lord- 
ship referred at length to the evidence of the meeting of U. and A., and 
the interview between U. and Segar.] It seems to me that the jury might 
very well have come to the conclusion that, when U. acted as negotiator 
for Segar, that Negar knew he was insolvent, and that U. was only taking 
a course which he believed was the one which his conversation with Segar 
had instructed him to follow. I think that is all the judge meant by his 
direction. That is mv view of what the jury thought. 
there is any misdirection here. 
with costs. 





is immaterial whether the gift fails by Japse in the testator’s lifetime or 
later by death before the contingency arises; the point is, does the 
property remain? I find here a gitt to such of three named persons ag 
shall be living at the death of the tenant for life, followed by the words, 
** but so that out of the share of the said Charles Prevost the sum of 
£1,000 shall be paid to each of his two sons who shall be then living for 
his advancement in life’’; so that the legacies are payable out of the share 
of Charles in the said trust fund. It seems to me to be within the two 
cases in Atkyns. It is a charge on a share of existing property which 
Charles wouid have taken, but does not take because he did not survive 
the period in question, and that comes within the principle stated by Lord 
Hardwicke. [{ am therefore of opinion that the two legacies do not 
fail.—CounseL, A. Lockyer Ingpen ; Martelli ; Upjohn, 4%.C., and J. Henderson, 
Soxicrrors, Johnson, Wetherall, §& Sturt ; Vizard, Wenden, § Penley. 
| Reported by R. Hix1x, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


KEITH v. TWENTIETH CENTURY CLUB (LIM.,). 
26th and 27th April. 

Garpen—Grant or User to Owners, Lessers, Sus-Lessers, anD Tenants 

or Apsacenr Houses BEING Uccurrers anp Tuem FRrenps—OwNeErsup 

or House sy Limrrep Comeany —OccupaTion ror Purposes or REsipENTIAL 

Crus —User or GARDEN BY Members —Tenant or LICENSEE. 

The defendants in this case were the owners in fee simple of some, and 
lessees of other, houses in Stanley-gardens, Notting Hill, and as such were 
entitled to the benefit of a grant made by a deed of the 25th of June, 1852, 
by a Mr. Ladbroke to one C. H. Blake, their predecessor in title. The 
plaintiffs were owners or occupiers of houses in Stanley-gardens and 
Kensington Park-gardens, and as such had rights similar to those which 
the defendants enjoyed under the deed of 1852. These rights were the 
user of the garden situate between the two blocks of houses. This garden 
belonged to the common grantor to the plaintiffs and the defendants; he 
was not a party to the action, which was for an injunction to restrain the 
defendants from using the garden in a manner prejudicial to the rights of 
the plaintiffs. This was the hearing of certam points of law which had 
been set down for hearing under an order made (by consent) by Byrne, J. 
These points were (1) whether the resident members of the club were entitled 
as of right to use the garden; (2) whether the defendants could authorize 
such user by (a) resident or (4) non-resident members of the club. By the 
deed of 1852, Ladbroke, the then freeholder of the site on which the 
houses afterwards erected in Stanley-gardens stood, the houses in 
Kensington-park-gardens, and the garden in question, conveyed to C. H. 
Blake the site of Stanley-gardens ; he thereby also granted to him, his 


Buckley, J. 





| 


[ do not think | 
[ think this appeal must be dismissed | 


SrixiivxG, L..J.—T have come to the same conclusion. [His lordship brietly | 


referred to the kind of action it was, and the facts. | 
case falls witbin Ord. 39 of R. 8. C. r 6. j 
Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—I have come to the same conclusion, though not 
without some hesitation.—Covunse., Rufus Isaws, K.C., and FE. Lewis 
Thomas; Duke, K.C., and J. R. Atkin, Souscrrors, Michael Abrahans, 
Sons, § Co. ; Morgan, Upjohn, & Leech. 
Reported by A. R. Taytove, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re DE BRUYN (DECEASED). FORD v. PREVOST. Farwell, J. 
28th April. 


Witt — Construction—Brauest ov Restpve rx Trust rox A. B. ann C., 
or Sucn or Tuem as Survive Tenanr von Live—Cuarce or Lecacres 
on A.’s SHare—Wouaerser Lecactes Larse Toroven A.’s Deatu Berorr 
Tenant vor Live. 


Originating summons by trustees for the determination of a question on 
the construction of a will. The testatrix, Miss de Bruyn, who died in 1891, 
gave her residuary real and personal estate to her trustees upon trust for 
sale, conversion, and investment, and to pay the income to H. A. Magnay 
for life, and after his death, and in default or failure of children of the said 
H. A. Magnay, which should last happen, upon trust to hold the trust 
premises and income (subject to the payment of certain legacies) in trust 
for such of the following persons, Charles Prevost, Emily Brabazon, and 


‘ 


Florence Scarlett Campbell, as should then be living, if more than one in | 


equal shares, but so that out of the share of the said Charles Prevost the 
sum of £1,000 should be paid to each of his two sons who should be then 
living for his advancement in life. Charles Prevost died in 1902, leaving 
two sons, who were the present defendants, and H. A. Magnay died in 
January, 1904, without issue. The question was whether the sons of 
Charles Prevost were entitled to the legacies of £1,000 each, seeing that his 
share, which was the fund out of which they were expressed to be payable, 
had lapsed by his death in the lifetime of H. A. Magnay 

Fauwe.t, J.—The principle is stated by Lord Hardwicke in Hills v. 
Wirley (2 Atk. 605) as follows: ‘‘ The essential rule in all these cases is that 
as long as the fund itself exists upon which the legacy is charged, though 
it devolves either upon the heir or executor, yet they take it subject to the 
charge.’’ In other words, if there be a gift to A., charged with a legacy to 
&., although A. dies before the testator, the charge is good. On the other 
hand, Cowper v. Mantell (4 W. R. 500, 22 Beav. 223) shews that if the fund is 
not in existence at the testator’s death then the charge disappears. In my 
opinion there is enough in this case to bring it within the first rule, and it 


It seems to me the | 


| 





executors, administrators, and assigns, and his and their lessees and sub- 
lessees or tenants being occupiers for the time being of the houses then in 
course of erection, or at any time thereafter to be erected immediately 
adjoining the garden in question, and for his and their families and friends 
in his and their company, or without, free use and right of ingress, egress, 
and regress into, out of and upon the garden in question, he and they 
nevertheless conforming to such rules as to the user of the garden as might 
be ordered by Ladbroke, his heirs or assigns, or a committee of adjoining 


| householders, and aiso paying an annual subscription in respect of each 


There was no restriction in the deed as to the class of houses which 
The defendants, who were a 


house. 
were to be built in Stanley-gardens. 


| company formed to establish a residential club for Jadies, hud turned the 


houses occupied by them into a clubhouse. ‘The club, which was 
proprietary, and belonged to the defendants, was governed in accordance 
with a document styled its ‘‘ Constitution ’’ and ‘‘ Bye-laws.’’ ‘The effect 
of this document was that ladies who were admitted to be members were 
entitled to the benefits of a comfortable home, meals, service and sleeping 
rooms being provided. There were detailed regulations as to the user 
of public and sleeping rooms, including a prohibition of the use of oil 
lamps or stoves, sewing machines, tobacco and candles. ‘There was no 
power to members to introduce their own servants. There was no express 
provision that members were to have the right to a bedroom; but the 
document contemplated that if there was a room vacant a member might 
have the use of it by paying the sum of 10s. 6d. a week in advance, The 
bye-laws also provided that the directors did not undertake to reserve any 


| particular bedroom for a member, if vacated during holidays, unless paid 





tor, and that they reserved the right ‘‘to remove from the club register 
the name of any member whose room may be required for other use. In 
every such case a proportionate amouut of the last annual subscription 
will be returned.’’ There was no provision that in such a case any 
part of the sum paid in advance for the use of a bedroom would be 
returned. 

Buckiry, J., said that the first question was whether the members of 
the club were lessees, or sub-leseess, or tenants of the company. In his 
opivion, they were not. All those words denoted the existence of some 
estate or interest in land. Under certain circumstances a man might 
make a payment in respect of, and be entitled to enter and use property, 
of which, nevertheless, he would not be a tenant. For example, a man 
who paid a sum for the use of a stall at the opera, paid for a right to 
occupy @ particular seat to view a particular performauce. Similar cases 
would be payment for the right to go into a gallery and see the pictures, or 
into a strawberry garden with the privilege of eating as many strawberries 
as the person paying could pick. In no such case did the person making 
payment become «a tenant; he was a licensee. A lessee or tenant must 
have some right in the land, carved out of the estate of his landlord. 
In the present case he thought that the rights of a member were 
those of a licensee; on payment of 10s. 6d. she merely became entitled 
to use a bedroom for seven days, but she was not a tenant. She 
was, no doubt, an occupier of the house or of part of the house. Bub 
it was plain that the words ‘' being occupiers ’’ were not words of graut, 
but were used to restrict the generality of the precedent words. It was not 
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sufficient, therefore, merely to be an occupier of a house. Then it was 

in that the members of the club were not the family of the club. 
Would they be said to be its friends? The first distinction to draw was 
that an owner or lessee could not invite into the garden any one he chose 
merely from a friendly motive; for example, a lady could not invite the 
children of a Sunday-school, or an employer of labour his workmen, to 
enter the garden. The test was whether the person invited was the friend 
of the owner or lessee. He could not say that the ladies were the friends 
of the company. They were rather its customers. The company carried 
on the business; the persons who became members and made payments 
were accepted, not for reasons of friendship, but by reason of commercial 
relationship. There might be cases in which it would be difficult to draw 
the line. For example, a casual acquaintance might be a friend. Whether 
a person received into a house as a paying guest was a friend might be a 
nice question. For these reasons he thought that the questions stated in 
order must be answered in the negative ‘Ihe costs would be costs in the 
action.—CounseL, Buckmaster, K.C., and G. W. Brabant; Astbury, K.C., 
and Ashworth James. Souicrrors, Caprons, Hitchins, Brabant, § Hitchins ; 
Seaton Taylor. 

[Reported by H. L. Ormistroy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
ASHTON v. LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE RAILWAY CO. 
Div, Court. 2nd May. 
Rauway—Bye-Law—InterMepiate STatrion—Passencer Breaks Journey 
ar A JUNCTION WuHere rr was Necessary ror Him to CHoance—Ricur 
or Comrany To Treat Contract Enpep anp Reequrre Ticker TO BE 

Given Ur—Lianmitry or Passencer to Re-sBoox. 

Appeal by the defendant company from a decision of his Honour Judge 
Coventry, sitting at the Chorley County Court, who had given judgment 
against them in a claim made for a fare paid by the plaintiff under the 
following circumstances: Mrs. Ashton, who lived at Chorley, took a return 
ticket to Manchester on the 15th of September last, and having travelled 
to Manchester returned to Chorley the same day. She travelled by a 
Blackburn train from Manchester to Bolton, where the Blackburn 
and Chorley lines diverge. At Manchester’ her ticket was examined, 
and no objection was made to her travelling in the Blackburn 
train, but when she attempted to leave the station at Bolton 
for the purpose of going into the town to see a friend, as she had 
half-an-hour to wait before the train for Chorley came up, the ticket 
collector insisted on her delivering up her return half for Chorley. 
She had to re-book, therefore, from Bolton to Chorley ata cost of 114d., 
and thie sum she sought to recover from the company, contending that 
she was entitled to break her journey at Bolton in this manner, as she had 
many times done before, because it was a junction. Thé county court 
judge held that the case of a person making a necessary change at a juuc- 
tion could be distinguished from that of a passenger who alighted at an 
intermediate station from a train which would have carried him direct to 
his destination. The bye-laws which applied in the latter case could not, 
in his opinion, b2 deemed to extend to the former unless the language of 
them was strained. He therefore entered judgment for the plaintitf for 
113d. against the defendants. Hence the appeal by the railway company. 

Lord ALvEnstonz, C.J., in giving judgment, said the company appealed 
on the ground that the decision of the county court judge was erroneous, 
having regard to the regulation that a passenger with vither a single or 
areturn ticket was not permitted to leave any train at an intermediate 
station unless it was advertised that the journey might there be broken. 
On the other hand, counsel for the plaintitf supported the judgment on the 
ground that Bolton was a junction at which the plaintiff was bound to 
alight, aud there was evidence that it was the practice of the company to 
allow passengers to leave the station without giving up their tickets in 
cases where there was no train to take them on for over half-an-hour. 
The contract was that the company should carry the plaintiff from 
Manchester to Chorley, but not by any particular train. In his opinion 
the court could not decide that the plaintiff had a right to do what she 
claimed to do without shutting their eyes to the common-place incidents 
of railway travelling. The contract was continuous so far as each journey 
Was concerned, This was the reasonable construction of the regulations, 
and both in common sense and law the appeal shoutd be allowed. 

Kexnepy, J., concurred Appeal allowed with costs.—CovnseL, C. A. 
Russell, K.C., and Openshaw, for the company ; Powell, K.C., and Woodfin, 
for the plaintiff. Sorrcrrors, Woode wk, Ryland, § Parker, for C. Moorhouse, 
Manchester; I’m. Buttle, for John Whitfield, Chorley. 

[Reported by Erskine Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


WHEATLEY », PADON AND OTHERS. Div. Court. 2nd May. 


Action, Causz or—Weronerunty Inpvernc Bazaca or Contract or 
Service -Consprracy—Trave Union. 

_Appeal by the defendants from a decision of his Honour Judge Raikes, 
Sitting at the Hull County Court, who had ordered the defendants to pay 
damages and costs, for a conspiracy to injure the plaintiff, and also granted 
injunction, ‘he action was brought by Henry Wheatley, a shipwright, 
against the Associated Shipwrights Society, Mr. W.J. Millington, the 
Hull delegate, the members of the committee, Padon, a workman in the 
employ ot Earl’s Shipbuilding Co., who carry on business at the Alexandra 
Dry Docks at Hull, and Thomas Salton, a foreman in the same employ, to 
recover £50 as damages on the ground “that the defendants unlawfully 
and maliciously and with intent to injure the plaintiff on the Ith of 
December, 1903, did conspire to induce, and did induce, the workmen in 
the same employment as the plaintiff to refuse to work with the plaintiff, 


tracts with their employers if the employers continued to employ the 
plaintiff, and with the same intent did intimidate the employers and pro- 
a employers of the plaintiff and the workmen to do the acts com- 
plained of, and particularly thaton the 14th of December, 1903, Thomas Salter 
in consequence of this intimidation and conspiracy, and whilst acting as 
foreman of the dock company, did dismiss the yoo from his employment 
as a shipwright without any just or lawful excuse whatsoever.’’ The 
facts of the case were that on the 14th of December the plaintiff heard 
that Salton wanted hands to dock a ship, and went to the Alexandra Dry 
Dock and obtained a job from Salton. Ta about ten minutes Padon, who 
was employed in the dry dock, came up to Salton, the foreman, and said 
something to him. Salton then knocked plaintiff off work. Somebody shouted, 
‘* What are we going to do with that ?’? Plaintiff asked Padon why 
he was discharged, and he said the rules of the society shewed that he was 
not allowed to work. It appeared that Wheatley, who had worked for 
many years in Hull, and was a member of the society, in breach of a rule 
had gone and worked for a non-union firm at Grimsby. The county 
court judge found that no case was made out against the society, Mr. 
Millington and the committee, and they were dismissed from the action. 
He held, however, that there was a case against Salton and Padon, and 
gave judgment for plaintiff against them for 12s. 6d., a sum which 
defendants had, while denying liability, paid into court. Against this 
decision defendants appealed, on the ground that the facts disclosed at the 
trial did not amount to conspiracy in law. In support of the appeal it 
was submitted that one man could not be held guilty of having conspired 
with another to induce himself to do an unlawful act, and that was the only 
evidence here. That the decision of the county court judge was wrong 
was clear from the judgment of Collins, M.R., given in the case of Read v. 
Friendly Society of Operative Stonemasons (1902, 2 K. B., at p. 738), where 
the detinition of conspiracy was fully discussed. Romer, L.J., in The 
Glamorganshire Coal Co. v. South Wales Miners’ Federation (72 L. J. K. B., at 
p. 905) pointed out again what was conspiracy. The facts in the present 
case clearly distinguished it from the cases where the defendants had been 
held liable of conspiring to obtain the plaintiff's dismissal by unlawful 
means. No one appeared for the respondent. 

Lord Atverrstong, C.J., in giving judgment, regretted that the case had 
only been argued on behalf of the appellant, the more so asin face of 
the authorities that had been cited he could not tak; the same view as the 
county county judge. To justify an action for conspiracy there must be 
some affirmative evidence of some overt act or something done which 
really did appear to be of a nature to justify the court coming to the con- 
clusion that there was an unlawful inducement. Here the evidence was 
that Padon made a communication to Salton of some sort or other the 
tenor of which was not really known, and the fact that Padon told the 
plaintiff that he could not be allowed to work according to the rules was 
not sufficient to justify the conclusion that there was a conspiracy. The 
plaintiff- was required to furnish particulars, and in paragraph 3 of his 
particulars he stated that Thomas Salton on the 14th of December was 
a foreman to the dock company having authority to eigage workmen on 
their behalf. On that date he engaged the plaintiff, ‘shortly afterwards 
a communication was made to the said Salter by Padon, which commuani- 
cation resulted in the plaintiff being immediately dismissed from his 
employment.’’ With reluctance, therefore, he came fo the conclusion 
that the facts disclosed at the trial did not evideuce conspiracy in law. 
Therefore the appeal must be allowed. . 

Kennepy, J., concurred. Appeal allowed with costs.—Counse., 4. 
Clement Edwards. Sowtcrrors, F. W. Hill, for Locking § Holdich, Hull. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


FOSTER v. GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. Div. Court. 29th April. 


Rawway—Careiace or Goops—Lranimrry—Consicnment Nore—Owners’ 
Risk CLavsse—Construction—Farture To Carry Goops ky tHe Route 
Sp EcIrrep, 

Appeal by the railway company, who were the defendants in the action, 
from a decision of the county court judge of Plymouth given in an action 
brought to recover damages for the breach of a contract to carry certain 
barrels of fish from Brixham to Jersey vid Southampton. The barrels of 
fish, which were consigned to the company at Brixham station, 
were to be carried at a reduced rate, in consideration of which the 
plaintiff agreed to relieve the company and a'] other companies or persons 
over whose lines the goods might pass, or in whose posssession they 
might be during the transit, from all liability for loss, damuge. 
‘misdelivery, delay, or detention, except upon proof that such loss, damage, 
&ec., arose from wilful misconduct on the part of the company's servants. 
‘That condition was incorporated in the consignment note signed by the 
plaintiff. It was admitted that in the ordinary performance of the contract 
to carry barrels by the route mentioned the barrels should have been taken 
off the wagon of the Great Western Co.’s train at Exeter and transferred 
to a Loudon and South-Western Railway truck for carriage by that 
company’s train to Southampton. The barrels were duly despatched from 
Brixham, but by an oversight were not trausferred by the company’s 
servants to the South-Western train, and were carried on to Taunton. 
There the mistake was discovered and the barrels unloaded, but it was then 
too late to catch the Southampton boat to Jersey, and in order to save time 
the fish was despatched vid Weymouth to Southampton. Owing to the 
delay the fish was considerably damaged, and the action was brought. The 
county court judge said, in giving judgment, that he thought the case 
could not be distinguished from that of Mallet v. Great Eastern Railway Co. 
(1899, 1 Q. B. 309), and although he would, but for that case, have neld 
that the delay in the delivery due to the negligence of the defendants’ 
servants was within the terms of the condition protecting the company, he 
was bound by that authority to give judgment for the plaintiff for the 








and to threaten to leave their employment and to break their con- 


amount claimed. - The company appealed. 
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Lord Atverstong, C.J., in giving judgment, said in his view of the 
matter the delay was covered by the condition in the contract, and 
therefore the county court judge should have entered judgment for the 
defendants. If the decision of Mallet v. Great Eastern Railway Co. was 
supposed to lay down the principle that where damage was done on a part 
of the route not contemplated by the contract the special condition did not 
apply. that case might have to be considered on some future occasion. He 
thought that in that view of the decision it was clearly distinguishable from 
the present case, because he did not think that in the present case the mis- 
delivery happened on a route not contemplated by the parties. The breach 
of the contract here happened at Exeter, where the goods should have been 
transferred. What was subsequently done when the mistake was 
discovered was the best thing that could be done for all parties. The 
action of the company in forwarding the goods vid Weymouth did not make 
a new route within the decision in Mallet’s case. Therefore the question 
was whether the company, in erroneously carrying the goods on to 
Taunton, was protected by the special condition of the contract, and on 
the answer to that question the defendants were entitled to judgment. 

e appeal accordingly would be allowed. 

Wits and Kennepy, JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. Appealed 
allowed with costs.—Covunsex, Cripps, K.C., and Schiller ; Duke, K.C., and 
J. A. Hawke. Soutcrrors, R. R. Nelson; Church, Rendell, & Co., for Watts, 

Ward, § Anthony, Plymouth. 


[ Reported by Erskine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THOMAS FIRTH & SONS (LIM.) v. INLAND REVENUE COMMISSIONERS. 
Channell, J. 19th April. 


Revenve —Stamp—Ap Vatorem Duty—AcKNOWLEDGMENT INDORSED ON 
INSTRUMENT THAT ALL THE DepentuRE Stock SErcuRED THEREBY HAD 
Bren Repeemep, Pain Orr, ann Satisrrzep>—Wuerser Sucn Receipt 
was Srampaste as A ‘ DiscHarce’’—Txincs WHIcH IN THEMSELVES 
Operate To Enp Sxecurrry—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), s. 
12; Scnepvte I., rrr: ‘‘ Morteace,’’ sus-HEaD (5). 


Case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue pursuant to section 
13 of the Stamp Act, 1891. On the 31st of July, 1903, an instrument was 
presented on behalf on Thomas Firth & Sons (Limited), a company 
registered. under the Companies Act, 1862 to 1880, to the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue under section 12 of the Stamp Act, 1891, for the 
opinion of the commissioners as to the stamp duty with which the 
instrument was chargeable. The instrument was as follows : ‘‘ Whereas 
the within-named Charles H. Firth died on the Ist of December, 
1892, and the within-named Barnard P. Broomhead died on the 
15th of December, 1893, and the within-named James H. Barber 
died on the 25th of December, 1902. We, the within-named 
Edward Firth, John Bradley Firth, and Samuel Roberts, do hereby 
acknowledge that all debenture stock secured by the within written 
indenture and all interest thereon has been redeemed, paid off, and 
satisfied. As witness our hands this 30th day of June, 1903. (Signed) 
Edward Firth, John Bradley Firth, and Samuel Roberts.”” The instrument 
was indorsed on the indenture bearing date the 28rd of December, 
1881, which in effect secured redeemable debenture stock amounting to 
£100,000. This debenture stock was redeemed and paid off in accordance 
with provisions in the deed and upon payment off the instrument 
referred to above was indorsed on it. The only then remaining trustees 
for the debenture stock holders were the three who signed the instrument. 
The commissioners, being of opinion that the instrument was chargeable 
by reference to the head ‘* Mortgage,” sub-head (5) of the first schedule to 
the Stamp Act, 1891, asa discharge of a security by way of mortgage, or 
of the benefit thereof, or of the money thereby secured, assessed it as liable 
to the duty of £25—namely, 6d. per cent. on £100,000, that being 
the total amount of the money at any time secured by the indenture, 
and the duty so assessed was duly paid. The appellants being 
dissatisfied, the commissioners stated this case, and the questions 
for the opinion of the court were (1) whether the instrument was 
liable to the duty of £25, (2) if not, to what duty (if any) it was liable. 
The appellants contended that the instrument was a mere acknowledgment 
by the trustees that all the debenture stock secured by the deed of the 
23rd of December, 1881, and all the interest thereon, had been redeemed, 
paid off, and satisfied. Such an acknowledgment was not a discharge 
within the meaning of that word in sub-head (5), Reconveyance, Release, 
Discharge, &c., under the head ‘‘ Mortgage” in the first schedule to the 
Stamp Act, 1891, therefore the instrument was not liable to any duty. An 
ad valorem duty of 6d. on every £100 of the total amount of the money at 
any time secured was chargeable ‘‘ on any reconveyance, release, discharge, 
surrender, re-surrender, warrant to vacate, or renunciation of any 
such security as aforesaid, or of the benefit thereof, or of the money 
thereby secured,’’ but as there was no conveyance on the receipt under 
discussion it was clear that the document was not a reconveyance, and it 
was equally clear that the document was not a “‘ surrender, re-surrender, 
warrant to vacate, or renunciation,” and, therefore, if liable to duty at all, 
was liable asa “‘ release” or ‘“‘discharge.’”” But the operative words in 
the acknowledgment were ‘‘ redeemed, paid off, and satisfied.” The com- 
missioners held that the receipt was chargeable as a ‘‘ discharge.’’ There 
was no authority to support that view: see Munro v. Inland Revenue 
(W. N. 1896, p. 149) ; 47 Soticrrors’ Jovrna, 445, 450. These passages point 
to the fact that it had become a common practice to evidence 
the discharge of formal mortgages of equity of redemption and 
equitable mortgages soleiy by indorsing attested receipts, assuming, as 
would seem to be the case, that such a receipt was not a “release ”’ within 
the meaning of the Stamp Act, 1870. Mr. Davidson says, at p. 303, ‘‘ And it 
would seem to be clear that a simple receipt given on the Rahaen of an 
equitable mortgage was not liable to an ad valorem duty as a release of the 





mortgage, the money being merely expressed to be received in dis¢ 
of all principal acto interest, and costs remaining due on the nomi 
See also 2 Key & Elph. (7th ed.), 252. The Stamp Act being 
positivi juris, importing nothing of principle or reason, must be construed 
strictly (Morley v. Hall (2 Dowl. 494), and Commissioners of Inland Reveny 
v. Angus §|Co. (23 Q, B. D. 579) ), which latter case decided that where the 
language left the question in doubt the subject was to be entitled to the 
benefit of the doubt. Pollock, C.B., in Gurr v. Scudds (11 Ex. 199) 
expressed the view that such statutes should be construed in favour of the 
subject ‘* because a tax cannot be imposed without clear and express words 
for that purpose.’”’ For the Crown it was argued that the instrument way 
a release and discharge of the security and the money thereby secured, 
The words “‘ release ’’ and “‘ discharge ’’ in the schedule were not technical 
terms but included every document the tenor of which put an end to 
the security or to the right to receive the money secured thereby. 

CxHANNELL, J., in giving judgment, said he thought when this matter 
came to be understood it was really very clear. These thing that come 
under the various sub-sections beginning under “‘ mortgage ’’ were all cases 
of operative instruments. Mortgages came first, and those things which 
created either the security or the obligation, or whatever it was, were 
instruments creating it. Then came transfers and things of that sort, all 
of which were operative instruments. Then re-conveyance, release and 39 
on in sub-head (5), and they seemed all really intended to describe instru. 
ments wuich had an operation as instruments in putting an end to some. 
thing which was existing down to that time, created by things which went 
before the words being “‘ of any such security as aforesaid, or of the benefit 
thereof, or of the money thereby secured.’’ They were the things that Bo 
an end to the obligation created by the thing described under No. 1. This 
document was clearly not a document which had any force as an instru. 
ment putting an end either to any obligation or to any security or to any- 
thing else. It was evidence that the thing had gone and the evidence 
that the thing had gone came quite clearly under the heading 
‘“‘receipts.’? He thought it did not follow that a thing might not be 
both a ‘‘ receipt’? and a ‘‘discharge,’’ but what he thought was that the 
heading in sub-section 5—zit : mortgage—all meant instruments which 
had some operation in putting an end to the obligation. He thought, read 
with the context, that ‘‘ discharge ’’—which was the only possible doubtful 
one—meant not a document which was evidence of a previous discharge, 
but a document which did discharge the obligation. In that view the 
instrument in question was not a discharge and was only stampable, if at 
all, as a receipt. It did not require to be stamped as a receipt here 
because it was indorsed on a document that was stamped. The appeal 
therefore would be allowed with costs, and the money paid as duty 
refunded.—CounseL, Danckwerts, K.C., and John Dixon ; Sir E. Carson, 
8.G., and Rowlatt. Soticrrors, Johnson, Wetherall, § Sturt, for Broomhead, 
Wightman, § Moore, Sheffield; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

| Reported by Erskine Retr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Debating Society. 


ANNUAL FEsTIVAL. 


Tae annual festival of the Law Students’ Debating Society was held on 
Wednesday at the Hotel Cecil, the Lorp Cuancettor taking the chair. 
There was a record attendance, upwards of 200 being present. Amongst 
the guests were Mr. Justice Kennedy, Mr. Gray Hill (President of the 
Law Society), Sir Henry Fowler, G.C.S.I., M.P., Sir Edward Clarke, M Py 
Sir Albert de Rutzen, Mr. Augustine Birrell, K.C., Mr. R. A. McCall, K.C., 
Mr. D. Stewart Smith, K.C., Mr. Stanley Boulter, Mr. C. Mylne Harker, 
Mr. Herbert Oakey, Mr. John Lithiby, Mr. G. H. Radford, Mr. Daniel 
Stock, Mr. R Freer Austin, Mr. S. J. Montague, Mr. Roger Henwood, Mr. 
A. J. Neale, Mr. Job Bradford, Mr. Ernest Todd, Mr. Lewis Rendall, Dr. 
CO. Herbert Smith, Mr. R. D. Muir, Mr. M. F. H. Stevens, and Mr. G. E. D. 
Warmington. : 

The loyal toasts having been given from the chair, and duly honoured, 

Sir Henry Fow.er proposed the health of the bench and the bar. He 
said that he believed that he was, if not actually the oldest member of the 
society, certainly the oldest present, and he believed there were only three 
who were his seniors. He could speak from experience in testifying to the 
value of the society, in that it taught its members to think upon their legs, 
and that was not a very easy thing todo. He did notthink the bench was 
ever more popular than in the present day. It had never more justifiably 
possessed the confidence of the country. People would have various 
opinions about the exposition of the law. There might be decisions which 
were wrong as well as others which were right, but that was not the basis 
of our judicial system ; it was the confidence in the men, the confidence in 
their supreme desire to do justice; the consciousness of the Englishman 
that he would get from his own tribunals a fair trial and a decision 
influenced by no other motive than the desire te render justice between 
man and man. Without any self-exalting contrast between ourselves 
and other countries, paying all possible respect to the tribunals 
which were connected sometimes with our own flesh and blood and with 
other countries belonging to different races, he thought they might oy, 
without any boast, that there was no judicial system in the world * 
stood upon a higher basis than the judicial system of this country. It 
was a strong bar that made a strong bench. The action of the bar at the 
present day was perhaps more familiarly brought 
the community by the reports in the newspapers, 


home to all classes of 
and the man in the 
street was familiar with our great advocates and knew very much of the 
conduct of the business of the courts and the way in which the members 
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He could not conclude without 
saying a word in connection with Sir Edward Clarke, who was to respond 
on behalf of the bar, not in connection with the legal profession and his 
t abilities and power as an advocate. He had known Sir Edward 
Olarke in another sphere, and he could assure them he was one of the few 
parristers—he said it with the greatest respect to that branch of the 
profession—he was one of the few barristers who were personally missed 
from the House of Commons by those who had been his colleagues there 
and who had regarded him with political admiration as a fair opponent as 
well as a faithful and strong and powerful friend. Sir Edward Clarke was 
a power in the House of Commons because he had the courage of his 
opinions. He was no man’s servant, and whether he was speaking for or 
against one, one knew that he was speaking what he believed to be true, 
whether one differed from him or not. They knew he had made the 
atest sacrifice a man in the House of Commons could make by 
sacrificing his seat in obedience to the dictates of his conscience on a great 
public question, and such men were held in high esteem not only by those 
whose views they advocate but by those who differed from them. Apart 
from politics, he expressed his own individual hope that Sir Edward 
Ularke would very soon find a seat in the House of Commons again. 


Mr. Justice Kennepy returned thanks on behalf of the bench. He 
expressed his belief with absolute sincerity that, great as the traditions of 
the bench had been in the past, those whom he represented did their duty 
fearlessly as well as carefully. He believed that whether they looked at 
the criminal side or at the civil side a country had no fear of real disaster 
or real disorder where the administration of justice was carried out as it 
was in this country. He had had the honour of knowing the administra- 
tion of justice in many countries, ‘including the colonies, and wherever he 
had gone he had not yet heard one dissentient word as to the admiration 
of the administration of the law in this country. He could not help 
thinking that this country was better for the system by which its judges 
were promoted from the working ranks of the profession of the law than 
from a body of men, able and distinguished as they might be, who were 
brought up to the profession of the bench, and he valued a system which 
was moulded upon the precedents of the past as well as upon statute law, 
in prefe ence to a system which rested upon the diverse interpretations of 
tne code as was the case in some other countries. He had found five 
years ago at the Bar Congress in the United States that there was a feeling 
of loyalty to modern English law pronounced by modern English judges, 
aud of loyalty to the decisions of the judges of the past of the country 
from which they originally sprang; and he was sure that when he went to 
the Congress at Sc. Louis be should find among the jurists there the same 


of the bar fought for their clients. 


admiration, which he believed was an entirely sincere tribute to the way 


in which the bench to the best of their ability followed the traditions of 
the great judges of the past. 

Sir Epwarp Ciarke returned thanks for the bar. He said he was 
greatly touched by hearing the most kind and generous words which had 
been spoken of him by a political opponent who had known him for many 
years, and had had the opportunity of watching his career in public lite. 
It was a very great pleasure and pride to him to have heard what Sir Henry 
Fowler had said. ‘The bar was a most delightful profession. He could 
not imagine any occupation in life pleasanter than the occupation of a 
member of the English bar. Its surroundings were delighttul, its 
associations and its companionships were in the highest degree pleasant, 
and for those who succeeded—he wished there was a larger proportion— 
its rewards were ample. But it was a profession of great responsibility, 
sometimes of difficult responsibility. What aman at the bar had to aim 
at was that when he came towards the end of his career as an advocate he 
might hope to know that the judges trusted him, that his opponents 
respected him, and that his clients—whether he might succeed or whether 
he might fail—were grateful, because they felt that he had given to them 
the best of his work. These were the objects they had in view, and if it 
was given to a man to spend many years in the profession of the bar, and 
after many years to have that position in the eyes of the bench and of his 
professional opponents and his clients, then his career might indeed be 
declared to have been a happy one. 

Mr. Avaustine Brrrett, K.C., proposed the toast of the Law Society. 
He said that the Law Society was a disciplinary body, and discipline was 
always unpopular, particularly with members of a learned profession. But, 
speaking as a humble member of the profession, they ought all to regard 
with honour those who strove to maintain the honour of the profession. 
The Law Society was also an examining body. Further, it had had a 
great year—it had built a wing. 
architectural proportions or the partially clothed figures with which the 
new wing was decorated. Happily London soot would speedily do for 
those figures what the Council of the Law Society had refrained from 
doing. Could he say anything of the lions, those amusing figures 
which adorned the railings? He could only say that they did something 
to relieve the tedium of the life of the Chancery barrister. But the Law 
Society had done more than build its wing—it had destroyed in so doing 
& very famous second-hand book shop where in his early days he had spent 
many pleasant hours, sometimes replenishing his law library, sometimes, 
it might be, reducing it. The Law Society had not only built a new wing, 
it had resumed its teaching faculty, a great step in its career. Years ago 
it had lecturers and lectures, but these had been allowed to fall into 
desuetude. He did not know whether, as some had said, the prospect of 
participating in the fund which the Attorney-General had at his command 
had had anything to do with the revival of the society's teaching faculties. 
But he was glad the task of reorganizing the society’s lectures had been 
entrusted to a most competent, energetic, and learned man, with a 
thorough knowledge of the teaching of the law as carried on both in 
America and in England. He believed that Mr. Jenks would do much in 
the cause of education. It behoved them, whether members of the bar or 


He was not able to criticize its. 





solicitors, to aim at the ideal of truly being a learned profession. If they 
were not that, they lost, at all events, some of their claim to the confidence 
and respect of the community. 


Mr. Gray Hit (President of the Law Society), in returning thanks, 
observed thatit was sometimes forgotten that the best work of the solicitors 
was not done in court, but by the high-minded conscientious solicitor 
who played the part of the family friend, and who persuaded the members 
of a family too often disposed to quarrel, to make peace, thereby perform- 
ing a very important duty to the state. And the members of the solicitor 
branch ot the profession who were connected with great railways or enter- 
prizes of any other kind, performed a most valuable duty in conducting 
them as far as lay in their power to a successful issue. Also they might 
think of members of the solicitor branch of the profession who did such 
excellent work as town clerks and advisers to the municipalities in different 
parts of the country. Many of their most able members were engaged in 
guiding municipalities into the wise course, and in keeping them from 
dangerous enterprizes. Toere, he thought, the solicitors did a great duty. 
With regard to the Law Society Mr. Birrell had referred to a matter which 
interested him greatly—namely, the society’s system of legal education. 
Mr. Jenks, the principal, who had performed his duties so admirably, was 
for four years engaged in similar duties at Liverpool, where he had succeeded 
in establishing a great system of legal education in the provinces which had 
succeeded most admirably. The system of education at the Law Society 
had not fallen altogether into desuetude, but it had fallen into decrepitude 
before the society had had the new organization, which was not, he 
might tell Mr. Birrell, with any anticipation of sharing in any 
funds to which he had referred. The attendance at the lectures 
and classes had been reduced to twenty-three, but in the last session the 
numbers had been raised. to 135. He hoped that the school of law would 
be established. The Law Society were doing all they could on their 
part to bring it about, and he trusted that the Inns of Court would accept 
their co-operation and would assist in bringing about that for which the 
Law Society had been working for forty years. Mr.-Birrell had said that 
the society was a disciplinary body, and that no doubt was the most 
important of its duties, but it had a great many other duties to perform. 
It was the duty of the profession to support the society. Only one-half 
the profession had thought it right to support the society by joining its 
ranks. There were 16,300 solicitors in England and Wales—too many, 
much too many—but there were only 8,000 who thought it their duty to 
support the Law Society. The remainder were content to allow the work 
and the expense to fall entirely upon the shoulders of the 8,000, and they 
were content to sit aside and to accept the benefit of the society’s efforts. 
He only wished the society had the same authority that the Inns of Court 
had, and that every member of the profession should become ipso facto a 
member of the society. That would require an Act of Parliament, and an 
Act of Parliament on the subject was at the present, he feared, hopeless. 
But one thing the society might obtain, and he trusted that the Lord 
Chancellor would help them in this matter, that was the power to exclude 
from the profession undischarged bankrupt solicitors who were unable to 
account for their bankruptcy. There were seventy-six members of the 
profession who were undisc bankrupts whom the society were 
unable, owing to a judicial decision, the accuracy of which he dared not 
impugn, to exclude from the profession. hey were obliged to 
give them their certificates and to send them forth to prey upon the 
public. Would not Parliament consider this important point and 
give the society that power? It was sometimes said that the Council 
of the Law Society made mistakes, and he dared say they did, as every- 
body did. But the society had an absolutely free election to the 
Council. It was a case of one man one vote, and if any member of the 
Council was disapproved ot it was open to the members of the society to 
cast him over. it was unjust to complain of those who represented the 
profession, and who did their best at a great expenditure of labour and 
time and anxiety to do their duty, it was unjust to charge them with any 
fault unless an effort was made to put someone in their place who would 
do better. Yes, the society had built a new wing, as Mr. Birrell had 
said, Upon a question of taste it was difficult to dispute. Mr. Birrell 
had evidently only seen the outside of the wing. If he would go inside 
he would find admirable lecture-rooms and class-rooms in the upper part 
of the building, and on the first floor one of the most beautiful and 
dignified rooms in London, and on the ground floor ample accommodation 
for that provision which nature required in the way of eating and drink- 
ing and smoking. With regard to the lions, he ventured, however diffi- 
dently, to say that they were, at any rate, a copy ot those which were at 
one time in tront of the British Museum, and which were considered by 
persons of great taste to have formed an admirable ornament. He was 
tond of those lions, and he trusted they would not further be assailed b 
popular ridicule. In conclusion he remarked that he held an office whi 
was not a great office. He was only the head of the solicitor branch of 
the profession for one year; that was the only distinction open to the 
solicitor, and he had long wished to attain to the position he now occupied. 


The Lorp Cnancettorn proposed the health of the Law Students’ 
Debating Society. He said that the value of such a society was that it 
made its members feei that something was necessary to make them fit for 
the important vocation they had to fultil in life, and to accustom their minds 
to think and to form a judgment upon the various matters which would be 
brought to their attention from time to time. One of the great features 
of the English character was that the people did so many things inde- 
pendently and of themselves, and were not always under the oppression of 
the Government system. The = of the English people was that they 
did things for themselves, and he regarded the profession of the law and 
the mode in which things were done with pleasure, in that both branches had 
brought these things about without any upper assistance—they did it 
independently. He rather protested against the idea that we ought to 
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have our law made for us by the paste and scissors lawyers. Times were 
when law books were written with some reference to principles, but he 
supposed anybody could write a treatise on law if he snipped out of this or 
that report questions of Jaw and put them into a book and published them 
in two thick volumes. Speaking to young jawstudents, might he suggest that 
one of the things people ought to do was to have a firm grasp of the 
principles of the law, not what had been decided by Mr. Justice A. or Mr. 
Justice B , but to endeavour to bring back to its source that which made 
the Jaw what it is, and then to try to eliminate from it what the fashion or 
fancy of the day had engrafted upon the principle of the aw. He did 
protest violently against the notion of the law of England being crystal- 
lized by the paste and scissors lawyer. Nothing was more conducive to 
the true education of the lawyer than to have before him a question for 
debate, in which he would have to look at the reasoning faculties on the 
one side or the other to see how to answer an argument which 
had been propounded, and not to look at things with a slothful 
and indolent mind without looking for the reasons by which such 
a proposition might be determined. He believed there was no 
more useful function for the education of students of both branches 
of the profession than that which such a society as this supplied. He did 
not understand the extreme importance of changing the nomenclature ; 
that which educated the mind, that which taught people law, that which 
enabled them to perform the functions they were called upon to perform 
in later life was the education which they could not over-value. Whether 
they called it a school of law, or whether they called it an inn of court, 
the thing they had to do was to educate people in the law. He had heard 
very often such phrases as a scientific study in thelaw. What a grand 
thing it was to talk of universities, but he had not the least notion what 
was meant by having a university of Jaw instead of what they had already. 
As he understood the term, university, as originally used, had no definite 
meaning, except that it implied a considerable body of things to study. 
So there were all sorts of studies to pursue, but the essential object, he 
supposed, was to have some sort of test before they could attain to a degree. 
Had not they got that now? He thought the President of the Law Society 


would admit that a candidate had to undergo a considerable test before he | 


could become a solicitor. A barrister also was examined, and he had not 
the faintest idea what was to be the change, except that arising from 
some idea that there was some mysterious and inscrutable merit 
in calling a thing a university and in calling a thing a school of 
law. We had a school of law—we had a university in all that con- 
stituted either a school of law or a university, and, speaking for 
himself, he should be extremely sorry to see the system under which we 
had grown to the extent to which we had grown set aside or put into the 
hands of professors, a system under which our system of administration 
was the admiration of the world changed fora system of which we knew 
nothing. He had been compelled to make these observations by the 
pressure of what some of his friends had said, but he took so deep an 
interest in the profession that he could not refrain. He felt so much for 
the honour and position of the profession, of both branches, that he could 
not forbear from protesting against any sort of idea that we had fallen 
back from the position we ought to attain. 

Mr. Rorert A. Gorvon (hon. secretary) responded, speaking of theincreased 
attendance at the debates of the society and the addition to the number of 
its members. He read a letter which he had received from Mr. J. W. 
Howlett, who was the oldest member of the society, and who had joined 
fifty-five years ago, regrettiug that his health would not enable him to be 
present. 

Mr. C. Mytxe Barker proposed the health of ‘‘The Visitors,” Sir 
Ausext De Rvrzen returning thanks; and the final toast was ‘‘ The 
Chairman,’’ submitted by Mr. R. A. McCatt, K.C., the Loxp CuanceLLor 
returning thanks. 





» 
The Land Transfer Acts, 1875 
1897. 
Mx. H. D. Greenr, K.C., M.P., gave notice to move on Thursday last for 
a ‘‘return shewing only the work done in the Land Registry under the 
various Acts hereinafter mentioned, namely : 
1. Under the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897 : 

(a) The number, value, and acreage (where known) of estates the titles 
to which were registered, on first registration, from the Ist day of 
January, 1903, to the 3lst day of December, 1903, shewing the 
numbers of estates registered with absolute, qualified, and possessory 
title, and leaseholds; and also the number of estates registered 
under the Small Holdings Act, 182 ; 

(b) The total number of separate tities on the register on the 31st day of 
December, 1903, (i.) by first registration, (ii.) by sub-division of 
estates already registered, and (iii.) by transfer from the 1862 
register ; 

(c) The total number of separate titles which have been removed from 
the register on the 31st day of December, 1903. 

2. Under the Land Registry Act, 1862 :— 

(a) The total number, value, and acreage (where known) of estates the 
titles to which were registered on first registration :; 

(6) The total number of separate titles on the register on the 31st day 
of December, 1903, (i.) by first registration, and (ii.) by sub-division 
of estates already registered ; 

(c) The total amount of separate titles which had been removed from 
the register on the 31st day of December, 1903, otherwise than by 
transfer to the 1875 register. 


and 





3. Under both the Acts of 1875 and 1862 :— 

(a) The total number of separate titles on the register on the 31st day 
of December, 1903 ; 

(6) The total number of transactions registered from the 1st day of 
January, 103, to the 3lst day of December, 1903, shewing the 
numbers of (i.) first registrations under the Acts of 1875 and 1897, 
(ii.) conveyances, transfers, and transmissions of land, (iii.) mort. 
gages, charges, further charges, and transfers of mortgages and 
charges, (iv.) reconveyances of mortgages and cessation of charges, 
(v.) leases and surrenders of leases, (vi.) miscellaneous, 

4, Under the Mortgage Debenture Acts, 1865 and 1870, and the 
Improvement of Land Act, 1864: 

A statement so far as may be practicable of the nature and amount of 
the work done under these Acts from the Ist day of January, 1903, 
to the 3lst day of December, 1903. 

5. Under the Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888, and 
the Land Charges Act, 1900: 

The number of registrations, official searches, and ordinary searches 
— from the 1st day of January, 1903, to the 31st day of December, 
1903. 

6 Under the Middlesex Registry Act, 1708, and the Land Registry 
(Middlesex Deeds) Act, 1891 :— ; 

The number of registrations and searches made from the Ist day 
of January, 1903, to the 3lst day of December, 1903. 

And, shewing the amount of fees received and the amount of salaries 
and expenses in the Land Registry from the 1st day of April, 1903, to the 
31st day of March, 1904, distinguishing for the purposes of section 22 of 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the fees received and salaries and expenses 
paid under the Land Transfer Acts and other Acts above referred to 
(in continuation of Parliamentary Paper, No. 315, of Session 1903).” 








Obituary. 
Mr. R. Enfield. 


Mr. Richard Enfield, solicitor, of Nottingham, died on the 23rd ult., at 
the age of 87 years. His health had been failing for some time. He was 
the youngest son of Mr. Henry Enfield, who for twenty-nine years was 
Town Clerk of Nottingham, and whose father had held the same office. 
Mr. Richard Enfield was articled to his father and was adiaitted in 1841, 
and at his death was the oldest solicitor in Nottingham. Members of his 
family had been solicitors in that town for nearly a century and a-half, and 
Mr. Enfield joined the old-established firm. After 1874 he conducted the 
business alone for many years, until his son, Mr. H. H. Enfield, becamea 
partner, the style of the firm being Enfield & Son. Mr. Richard Enfield 
was a member of the council of the Nottingham Incorporated Law Society 
at its formation in 1875, and filled the office of president in 1876, being 
again elected president in 1900. He filled the office of Under-Sheriff on 
more than one occasion. He was identified with most of the philanthropic 
and charitable institutions of Nottingham, and in particular with the 
Mechanics’ Institution, the Nottingham General Hospital, the Midland Insti- 
tution for the Blind, the Coppice Lunatic Hospital, the Midland Orphanage 
and Industrial Training Institution for Girls, at Lenton, and several smaller 
charities. Healsotookanimportant part in the establishment of the N otting- 
ham University College. An anonymous donor through Mr. Enfield, his 
solicitor, offered to invest £10,000 for the purpose of endowing a scheme 
for the extension of University education. After many meetings with the 
committee of the town council a scheme was drawn up and finally 
embodied in a declaration of trust made between the Corporation of 
Nottingham and Mr. Enfield. The college was opened by H.R.H. Prince 
Leopold in 1881. In fact Mr. Enfield was, as a Nottingham paper 
remarks, ‘‘an all-round benefactor to his native city, and although for 
some years past he had lived in comparative retirement, in consequence of 
his great age, so that the young people of the day may not have heard 


| much about him, even the young people owe Mr. Enfield a deep debt of 


gratitude, because he toiled to secure some of the benefits they er joy, ata 
time when there was less money and less zeal, and when, therefore, it was 
amuch more difficult matter to get anything done. What the 
private benevolence of one who took so great an interest in charitable 
work has been, will never be told. The poor have lost a friend, who gave 
them not only of means of subsistence in hard times, but strove daily to 
increase their opportunities of advancement in knowledge and the better 
part of life.’’ His funeral took place at Bramcote, when a large concourge 
of people, including representatives of many institutions, were present to 
pay the last tribute of respect to his memory. 





| -—— 





On the 28th ult., at the Bow-street police-court, Frederick William 
Webb, solicitor, of Tooting, was charged, on remand® with misappropriativg 
£650 which he held in trust on behalf of Mrs. Edith Mary Mitchell, a 
widow. The prisoner was committed for trial, the same bail as before 
being allowed. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the Summer 
Assizes: North Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice Wills; South Wales Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Kennedy ; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham and 
Mr. Justice Channell; Oxford Circuit, Mr. Justice Lawrance and Mr. 
Justice Bucknill; Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice Bruce and Mr. Justice 
Darling ; Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Ridley and Mr. Justice Bigham; 
South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Wright and Mr. Justice Phillimore; 
Northern Circhit, Mr. Justice Walton and Mr. Justice Jelf. 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Curistorxer Tarr Raopes, solicitor, of Halifax, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for the State of New York (U.8.A.), to Take the Proof and 
Acknowledgment of Deeds and other Instruments to be used or recorded in 
the State, and to Administer Oaths or Affirmations pursuant to the laws of 
the said State. Mr. Rhodes has also been appointed a Commissioner to 
Administer Oaths (in England) in the Supreme Court of the Colony of the 
Leeward Islands. 

Mr. Epwarp Joun Srannarp, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Robinson 
& Stannard, of 19, Eastcheap, London, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for the Supreme Courts of Western Australia and South Australia, to Take, 
Receive, and Acknowledge Affidavits and Documents concerning any 
matters within the jurisdiction of the said courts. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Wa rer Gurney Wixter, Howarp Jonn Barrier, and Haroip Sriry 
Rupp xk, solicitors (Gurney Winter, Bartlett, & Ruddle), 708, Southamp- 
ton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London. April 23. Such business will be 
carried on in future by the said Walter Gurney Winter and Howard John 
Bartlett. [ Gazette, April 29. 


Hvexu Grorce Goopacre, Ronert Georcr Harrison, and CLaup Epwarp 
Dare, solicitors (Goodacre, Harrison, & Darrell), Slough, Windsor, and 
No. 10, Bush-lane, London. Dec. 31. So faras the said Hugh George 
Goodacre is concerned; such business willbe carried on in future by the 
said Robert George Harrison and Claud Edward Darrell, under the name 
or style of Goodacre, Harrison, & Darrell, as before, at the offices aforesaid. 

Percy Nayror and Cuarves Parkryson Cass, solicitors (Percy Naylor & 
Cass), Keighley, Yorks. April 30. [ Gazette, May 3. 


General. 
On the 28th ult. the Royal assent was given by commission to the Army 


(Annual) Act and the Wild Birds Protection Acts Amendment Act. 


The professional library of the late Mr. Justice Byrne was sold at 
Messrs. Hodgson’s auction rooms in Chancery-lane, on Friday in last 
week. A complete set of the Law Reports, fully noted up, was sold for 
£111, and a set of Parliamentary Debates, from the earliest period to 
1890, went for £55. 

It is understood in judicial and legal circles, says the Albany Law 
Journal, that a change in the personnel of the Supreme Court of the United 
States is impending which may give President Roosevelt an opportunity to 
appoint three members of that body before the meeting of the next 
congress. The members of the august tribunal who contemplate early 
retirement are said to be Chief Justice Fuller and Justices Harlan and 
Brown. 

From the legal point of view, says the Globe, the most interesting 
feature of the Royal Academy is Mr. Brock’s statue of Lord Russell of 
Killowen, which is destined for the Central Hall at the Royal Courts of 
Justice. It isa singularly fine memorial of the great advocate and judge. 
The attitude of the seated figure is at once dignified and characteristic, 
and the expression of the searching eyes and the firm mouth has been 
most successfully caught by the sculptor. Wigs are numerous on the 
walls at Burlington House. An admirable portrait of the present Lord 
Chief Justice by Mr. Arthur S. Cope holds a prominent place in Room 
No. 1. Lord Alverstone is sitting in court, with one arm resting on his 
desk, which is strewn with books and papers. ‘he attitude of judicial 
attention is perfect, but the features are, perhaps, a little too highly- 
coloured to be wholly lifelike. In the same room, in rather an elevated 
position, hangs a portrait of Mr. Justice Bigham by Mr. Hugh de T. 
Glazebrook. A striking portrait of the late Mr. Justice Byrne, by Mr. 
C. E. Brock, is one of the first pictures to arrest the eye in Room No. 10. 


In reply to a question by Mr. Lloyd Morgan, who asked whether his 
attention had been called to the fact that the Bail Act, 1898, which 
empowered justices to dispense with sureties (if such course was not likely 
to defeat the ends of justice) in cases where a prisoner was committed for 
trial had produced only a very slight effect, and whether, in order to pre- 
vent prisoners who were afterwards acquitted from having been kept in 
prison to await their trial, he would consider the question of again bring- 
ing the provisions of the Bail Act under the notice of justices and their 
clerks, Mr. Akers-Donglas, in a priuted reply, says: ‘The hon. member 
Will find some figures on this subject on p. 22 of the Judicial Statistics 
for 1902. The Act quoted appears to have had some appreciable effect, 
for the percentage of prisoners released on bail pending trial has increased 
since the passing of Act by nearly a fourth. This, I think, is a satisfactory 
result ; for it must be remembered that the proportion of prisoners sent for 
trial who have no respectable friends willing to go bail for them, and who, 
nevertheless, could be released on their own recognizance without risk of 
failure of justice, must necessarily be small, As the provisions of the Act 
are now well known, and as no evidence of any general reluctance to grant 
bail and complaints of refusal to do so in individual cases reach the 
Home Office, I do not think that it is necessary for me to make any further 
communication in this matter to justices or their clerks. 





It ap from lectures delivered before the New York State Bar 
Association by Dr. R. Masujima of the Tokio bar (referred to in the , 
American Law Review), that the judges of Japan are not generally drawn 
from the bar, but are appointed directly from the graduates of law schools 
and colleges, and that the appointments are based upon examination ; 
that pre-eminence at the bar is not a neces qualification for the bench, 


and that the bench is not a post of honour and emolument to which men 


look forward with ambition ; also that people in Japan very rarely think of 
the lawyer as a professional guide, but that they generally do their own 
legal business, and rarely consult a lawyer until after a suit is ly 
pending, and that, if they do seek his assistance, it is generally in the last 
stages of the suit. t 

A half-witted fellow, says the Albany Law Journal, was arrested on the 
charge of stealing a hog, and a young attorney was appointed by the court 
to defend him. His defence was that his client was an idiot, and unable 
to distinguish between right and wrong. He closed a flowing speech with 
a peroration like this: ‘‘ Gentlemen of the jury, look at my client. That 
low, receding forehead, those lustreless eyes, portend that he was deprived 
by nature of the power to distinguish between right and wrong, ignorant 
of the distinction which exists between his own property and that of others. 
To him, as to the two-year-old child, whatever he wants and can reach 
belongs to him. He knows neither why it does nor why. it does not. 
But, gentlemen of the jury, such are the institutions of this, our free 
and glorious country, that my client, idiot though he is, stands for 
= to-day by a jury of his peers.’? The culprit got the full limit of the 

w. 


An incident occurred at the President’s reception, which, says an 
American paper cited by the American Law Review, has caused some 
comment in Washington official and social circles. The reception 
was to the judiciary, and, in accordance with custom, the line passing 
the President and Mrs. Roosevelt and the receiving party was headed by 
the Chief Justice and Mrs. Fuller. They were to be followed immediately 
by Associate Justice and Mrs. Harlan, but Major McCawley of the 
Marine Corps, one of the aides at the White House social functions, 
stopped the line in order that some members of the Diplomatic Corps 
who were in the Red Room might be presented to the President and 
Mrs. Roosevelt. His action caused some annoyance, and Justice Harlan 
frankly remonstrated, insisting on the right of the members of the 
Supreme Court, in accordance with custom, to head the line. Fnends 
of the members of the court maintained that, as the reception was 
to the judiciary, they should precede the others in the line. The President 
knew nothing about the incident. 


In the City of London Court, on Monday, says the Times, Messrs. John 
T. Rennie, Sons, & Co., shipowners, East India-avenue, brought an inter- 
pleader issue against Messrs. W. Elkan & Co., Boulevard des Batignolles, 
Paris, in respect of £44 paid into court by the Union-Castle Mail Steam- 
ship Oo. (Limited). The plaintiffs had recovered a judgment in the High 
Court for £476 against the defendants. Some of this had been satisfied, 
but the plaintiffs now sought to garnishee £44 which was in the hands of 
the Union-Castle Line. ‘The plaintiffs’ judgment was against Mr. Willie 
Elkan, but it was said that he had gone through a form of bankruptcy in 
Paris, and that according to the French law, Mr. Elkan having agreed to 
pay his creditors 30 per cent. of his liabilities in six years, all his estate 
had revested in him. Mr. Ellis Hill, for the plaintiffs, said that if that 
was the case France must be a paradise for insolvent people. The defend- 
ants’ case was that they were entitled to the money claimed and that the 
plaintiffs had made their demand too late. Mr. Elkan, however, was not 
in court, Judge Lumley Smith, in finding for the plaintiffs, said that 
bankruptcy was bad enough in England, but it seemed to be worse in 
France. Thirty per cent. in six years was not much for creditors to get. 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


May 10.—Messrs Drnexnam, Trwsox, Faruen, & Bripewater, at the Mart, at 2:—The 
Hotel Metropole, Weet Worthing, Sussex: A highly important and valuable Freehold 


Hotel Property, occupying a very comma’ g position on the sea front, about ten 
minutes’ walk from West Worthing Ralwav Station, comprising the ve 
untinished buildings, which have > peste erected at great cost. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Greville & Son, London—Hendon Park, Mill Hill: A beautiful Estate 
occupying a grand position on one of the finest cf the northern he of 

only a mile and a mile and a half respectively from the Mill Hill Stations of the 
Midland and Great Northern Railways, and about ten miles from Regent's Park. 
ore, se . Robins, Hay, Waters, & Hay, London, (See advertisements, 
April 30, p. v. 

May 10.— Sine. Grorer F, Norroik & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Old Charlton: Collyhurst, 
42, Elliscombe-rvad, within tive minutes’ walk of the station; lease 83 years, en 
rent £5. Solicitors, Messrs Saw» Sons, London.—Blackheath, Westcom) 

(close to main Wovulwich-rosd and Westeombe-park Station : 16, Coombedale-road, 
value 134. a week; lease @5 yeara, ground-rent £4 4s. Solicitors, Messrs. Edwards, 
Heron, & Co., London, —Westeombe-park (close to Station and Blackheath): 177, 
Westcombe-hill ; lease 77 years, pund-rent £7. Solicitors, Messrs. Hab 
Watts, & Habershon, Woolwich.—Blackheath (cluse to Westeombe-park Station 
tram route to all parts): In 28 Lots, Nos. 1, 5, 11, 18, 17, and 19, Eversley-road, 2, 4, 5, 
6, 7, and 8, dos-street, 2 to 32 (even), i, producing £800 16s. per 
annum ; lease 98 years, ground-rent £5 each. Solicitor, W. T. Haroup, 

—RBelvedere, Kent (close to Station and main Wootwich-road) : Eig 

Nos. 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11, Proma-read, and 1 and 2, Edwards-road, 

annum; lease 98 years, ground-rent £3 5s. each. Solicitors, Mesars. Saw & 
London.-- Blackheath: In Two Lots, No. 22, Banchory-road, let at 138s. 6d. a 
producing £39 2s, per annum ; lease 88 years, ground-rent £5 10s. Also the 

lease of No 59, Old Dover-road; lease 14 years; rent £30. Solicitor, F. Duke, Esq., 
London (See advertisements, this week, p. v.) 


May 10 ~Messrs. Davin Burxerr & Co., at the Mart, at 2, in Five Lots:—Freehold 


Ground-renta of £99 88. per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Edell & Gordon, London.— 
Freehold Ground-rents, emanating to 658 per annum, secured upon four semi-detached 
Villas, known as Nos. 6 to 9, East terrace, Long-street, East Barnet. 
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Ground-rents, amounting to £60 
15, and 16 to 24 (even), ES age Long-street, East Barnet. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Russell, Son, & Cumming, London. (See advertisements, April 30, p. v.) 
May 12.—Messrs. *timson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2,in One Lot:—Belvedere, Kent: A 
s==: Freehold Building Estate of 27 acres, adjoining All Saints’ Church, just off the pro- 
electric tramway route, and within half-a-mile of the station. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Simpson, Palmer, & Winder, London. (See advertisement, April 23, p. 5.) 


Result of Sale. 

Reversions AND Lire Pouicies. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayrrevp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 762) of the 

above Interests, at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when all but two of the lots offered 
were Sold, the total realized being £13,490 :— 

ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS to One-half of £2,580; life 57 

LIFE POLICIES : 
For £1,000, with profits ; life 67 ... 


a « Gd” £5 
iy ee 1,020 


For £500, with profits; same life _. we ee 375 
For £600, with profits, same life ... -~ 2 510 
For £500, with profits ; life 71 550 


For £500, with profits; same life .., oun eee we . ua 540 
For £500, with profits; life76 ... on ove one one 2 a 345 
For £490, with profits; life72 ... ove ove eo ona ic 410 
For 6,000, with profits; life84__... owe ee owe On 7,265 


For £2,000, with profits ; life 65 ... ons ~ nee = 1,760 
L¥ASEHOLD GROUND-RENTS amounting to £14 per annum, 
arising out of 37 and 38, Stock Orchard-crescent, Holloway ..._,, 220 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora oF ReaistRars In ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. Emercescy AppgzaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
OTA. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Byrye. 
Monday, May ............ 2 Mr. Jackson Mr. Theed Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach 
Tuesda: sess Pemberton W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Godfrey Theed Church . Leac 
R. Leach W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Carrington Theed Church R. Leach 
Beal W. Leach Greswell Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FaRwE.Lt. Buck.ey. JOYCE. Swinren Eapy. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Beal Mr. King Mr. W. Leach 
Jackson Carrington Farmer Theed 
Pemberton Beal King Farmer 
Jackson Carrington Farmer King 
Pemberton Beal King Greswell 
Jackson Carrington Farmer Church 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwtep in CHANCERY. 

AssocraTep Fixanciat Corporation, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 27, 
directed to be heard May 10. Spyer & Sons, 65, London wall. Rotice of sopeatlan must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 9 

Bremincaam Apvertisinc Tastet Co, Limrrep—Creditors are rec uired, on or before 
June 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Philip Bates, 110, Edmund st, Birmingham. Hooper & Ryland, Birmingham, solors 
for liquidator 

Bartisn Fuer Ecosomiser awp Smoke Preventer, Limirep (1x Ligurpatios)—Creditors 
are required, on or before June 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Robert Gray Orr, 12, Great Dover st. Blackman, Old Broad 
et, solor for liquidator | 

H Cooper & Co, Liurrep - Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to rend their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Pilling, 23, Acres- 
field, Bolton 

Keystone Incanpescent Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before June 13, to | 

their names and s,and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin 
Hayes, 23, Basinghall st 
Leicestze Moricace Co, Limitzp—Creditors are required, on or before June 13, to send | 
eir names snd addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Watson, | 
Winchester House. 2, Newarke st, Leicester. Storey, Leicester, solor for liquidator 

NEWCAsTLe uroy Tyse, GaresnzaD, ayp District Buripinc Trapes Excnanar, 
Luutep ~ Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their names and addrexses, 
and the particulars of their debts or/claims, to John George Walker, 55, Westgate rd, | 
Newcastle upon Tyne. Sutton, jun.,\Newcastle upon Tyne, solor for liquidator 

Penseverance Home Assurance Co, Limirep - Petn for winding up, presented April 21, 
directed to be heard at the Court House,'Albion pl, Leeds, May9. Pickstone & Jones, Rad- 
cliffe bridge, Radeliffe, Lancs, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the-afternoon of Mav7 | 

Sours Fixca.r, Linrrep ~Creditors are required, on or before June 16 to send their names | 
and ad , and the particulars of their debts or claims to Frank Tingle, 110, Cannon | 
st. Morley & Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solors for liquidator | 

Srovrrie.p Park Sanatorium, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 13, to | 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Bernardo | 
Thomas Crew, 12, Wood st, Cheapside. Neve & Co, Lime st, solors for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Torspay, May 3. | 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CaANCERY. 
ion Co, Limite>—Creditors are required, on or before June 11, to send their names | 


nd a , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wilton A Rycroft, 70, 
fon eine Newcastle upon Tyne. Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne, solors 


Boxtine & Cunsisurey, Linrreo—Creditors are required, on or before May 28, to send 
names an . and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ralphs & Sons, 
Queen’s bldgs, St Peter's sq, Stockport. Johnston, Stockport, solor for liquidator 





per annum, secured upon eight Houses, Nos. 13, 14, | Doreryn Ruoxppa Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 14, to send their 


names and ad , and the particulars or their debts or claims, to James Joseph 
Lowick, 4, 8t Helen’s cres, S Cox, 8 , solor for liquidator 

Fiara Steamsaip Co, Liwrrep (1n Liquipation)— Creditors are required, on or before 
June 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Arthur Tate and George arthur Ross, Bentham bldgs, 37, Sidé, Newcastle on Tyne, 
Bolam & Co, solors for liquidators 

SecusgitiEs AND Properties Ixvestment Corporation, Liurrep —Creditors are required, 
on or before June 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Arthur Phillips, 127, Brixton hill. Greenip & Co., George 
st, Mansion House, solors for liquidator 











Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette,— Fripay, April 29. 
ADDENBROOKE, Henry, Sutton Coldfield, Solicitor May 31 Holbeche & Addenbrooke, 
Satton Coldtield 
Asppin, James, Wakefield, Cement Manufacturer July 12 Turner, York 
Arkivson, Mary Exizaseru, Gaioford, Durham May 31 Lucas & Co, Darlington 
Baker, Henry Moor, St Leonard’son Sea May 31 Phillips & Cheesman, Hastings 
Baron, Joun, Southport June 30 Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 
Besey, Sopuia, Paddington May 21 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Botton, Jonny Grorcet, Paignton, Devon May 20 Roberts, Paignton 
BonIFACE, ALFRED, Hove, Buiider June7 Nye & Clewer, Brighton 
Buttock, Tuomas, Harborne, Staffs, Insurance Agent y 30 Jevons & Co, Birmingham 
Buansipe, Joun Exriorr, Gedling House, Notts Junel Larken & Co, Nottingham 
Cuun, Joun, Leamington May i Wright & Co, Leamington 
Cottier, Henry James, Margate Junel Rutland, Chancery In 
CowE Lt, Cuarues, Manor Park, Essex, Builder May 30 Rawliason & Son, New Broad st 
Cox, Major-General Cuartes Vyvyan, OB, Upper Brook st, Grosvenor sy June 2&4 
Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 
Cox, Jenu CuistorpHer, Queen Victoria st, Licensed Victualler June 26 Price & Sons, 
Walbrook 
Cox, Tuomas. Bootle, Lancs, Architect June 15 Smith, Liverpool 
Crygr, Henry, Holloway rd, Chemist June 10 Worrell & Son, Coleman st, London 
Davies, Frank Tuomas, Cardiff, Cabinet Maker May 27 Lewis, Cardiff 
Dixon, Mary Ayn, Darlington May 31 Lucas & Co, Darlington 
Exiot, Joun, Kiogsbridge, Devon May 16 Hurrell, Kingsbridge, Devon 
7, Henry Samvet, Kingston upon Hull, Surgeon May 31 Hearfields & Lambert, 


Fraser, Marcaret Pareson, Whitley, Northumberland May1 Rbhagg, Newcastle upon 
ne 


Gace, Joun Henry, Ogbourne, St George, Marlborough June 24 Barker & Son, Union 
et, Old Broad st 


Gar ick, Joun, Knottingley, Shipbuilder May 31 Atkinson, Knottingley 
Getrines, Patrick, Newcaastle upon Tyne May 14 Clayton & Gibsoa, Newcastle upon 


e 

Grant, Faank Hamitron, Maddox st May 25 Smith, Reigate 

Harpine, Joun, Minories, Engineers June 4 Lindus & Horitia, King st 5 

Harman, SterpHeN Bensamin, Martham, Norfolk May 7 Burton & Son, Great 
Yarmouth 

Heap, Georce, Kirksmeaton, nr Pontefract June3 Preston & Son, Manchester 

Himuens, Harriztrr, Wootton Bridge, lof W June 30 Joyce, I of W 

Hotmes, Grorce Evans, Mansfield, Notts, Estate Agent May 31 Alcuck, Mansfield 

Hurst, Franky, Sekondi, Africa, Civil Engineer ct 20 Coulton & Son, King s Lynn 

Hort, Jou, Byfield, Northampton, Farmer Junel Roche, Daventry 

James, Francis, Wolverhampton, Turkish Baths Proprietur May 14 Perry, Wolver- 
hampton 

hy Saat, NNER, Walworth, Laundry Proprietor June 28 Keene & Co, 
jeething 

Lane, Mary Vacz, Hartlebury, Worcestor May 20 Loft, Stourport 

Loran, Henry, Oundle, Northampton, Hotel Keeper May 28 Coombs, Oundle 

Lotay, Saran, Oundle May 28 Coombs, Oundle 

Lyon, Rots, Bolton May 21 Russell & Russell, Bolton 

May, Wrwiam. Sheffield, School Desk Manufacturer June 24 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

ee aan, Herstmonceux, Sussex, Tailor June9 Aitken & Andrews, Burwash, 

jussex 
Morpuig. Tuomas Monrcomery, Liverpool, Draper May 16 Menzies & Co, Liverpool 
NicHo., James Tuomeson, Preston, Physican May 2i Jakes, Preston 





| Oake, Samuret, Peckham June 11 Dubois & Williams, Pancras ln 


Patrick, Susan, Ladbroke ter, Holland Park June 1 Knapp & Co, Buckingham gate, 
Westmins'er 

Paircnarp, Mary Anne Jane, Merthyr Cynog, Brecon May14 D WE & MF Thomas, 
3recon 

Propnetr, Erzanor Moore, Sedgley, Staffs, Grocer June 1 Hooper & Fairbairn, 

udiey * 

Rawiinxs Anyiz, Guildford May 27 Wooldridge & Sons, Winchester 

Rosins, Frances Warp June6 Grace & Patten, Redhill 

Savissury, Ann, Blackburn May 20 Ruey, Blackburn 

Savory, Ann Caruegine, Bournemouth Juane3 Taylor, Billiter st 


| SueEen, Danresy, Glascombe, Radnor, Farmer June30 Vaughan, Builth 


SuzeEn, Szerimus, Glascombe, Radnor, Farmer June 30 Vaughan, Builth 

Sinyett, Sopuia, Twickenham Junel Vesian & Co, Old Jewry 

SKARDON, Even Jaye, Plymouth May 20 Skardon & Phillips, Plymouth 

Smippy, Soun Ex.iott, Blackpool May 31 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

Surtox, Wittiam, MD, Dover June’ Kingsford & Co, Essex st, Strand ; 

Swatxson, Davip Henry, Irlams o’ the Height, Manchester, Grocer May 23 Gill, 

ester 

Awirt, Mary, Ormskirk June1 Parr & Co, Ormskirk _ : 

Tayior, Joun Lowrner vu Pat, Victoria st, Westminster June 1 Farrer & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields ‘ 

Tetiey, Tuomas Wiixinson, Bidston, Chester May 31 Whitley & Co, en . 

wonee, Epwaxp Tuomas, Nottingham, Pill Manufacturer May 31 Wells & Hind, 

otting’ 

Tow te, Louisa, Nottingham May 31 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 

Townsenp, GeorGiana Exizanetn, Dford May 21 Cooper & Bake, Portman st 

Trier, Moritz, Hamovstead, Hop Merchant June 8 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Tunniciivyvé, Joux, Manchester, Cotton Spinner May 30 Dowse, Manchester 

Waupey, Exizasetu, Kingston upon Hull May 28 Thompson & Co, Hull 

Wess, Wituiam Tom, Taunton, Licensed Victualler May 14 te & Co, Taunton 

Witiiams, Resacca, Pitt st, Kensiagton May 30 Beesley, Clapton — 

Youpa.e, Marcaret, Keswick, Camberland June4 Gatey, Ambleside 








° | Buivox, Joux, Hartlebury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler ; Davis, Cuaries I, 8t James’s st High Court Pet March 
Bankr uptcy Notices. Kidderminster Pet April 25 Ord April 25 30 Ord April 26 


London Gazette,—Fusnay, April 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Avaus, Wurrrizty, West Chape] st, Mayfair, Insurance 
Si Bie assed 1 Apt | ON Se ia 
oft, er Gt Yarmouth ril re D 
26 Ord April 25 a Davies, Pues, South 
Besserr. Joux Faeprnicn, Wolverhampton, Wheelwright 
Wolverhampton Pet April 25 Ord April 25 April 25 


14’ Ord April 26 


Anus, Janne, 


| 
Core, James Avrrep, Sheffield, Fruit Salesman Sheffield 
Pet April 27. Ord April 27 
| Catcutxy, J, Chorley, Lanes, Builder Bolton Pet April 6 


| Cavox, Daisy Epiru, Streatham High Court Pet March | p:xon, Grorce, Hanham, (los, Builder’s Foreman Bristol 


Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Dowsina, New.anp, Ipswich, Builder Ipswich Pet April 
26 Ord April 26 

Drew, Witiam, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Watchmaker 


Milford, Yorks, Mineral King s Lyun Pet April 26 Ord April 26 


Water Manufacturer Wakefield Pet April/13 Ord | Duckexriauy, James, Leeds, Cutler Leeds Pet April 2% 


Oud April 25 
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May 7, 1904. 
Dorron, ARTHUR, estan, Hosier Cheltenham Pet | James, James ——~y Ammanford, Carmarthen, Foreman | Rosinsoy, James, Somathy Betign, Yorks, Slater Halifax 
‘April23 Ord April 2 in Colliery Yard’ May 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen Pet March 31 Ord A; 
Frevps, Joun Henry, Eastbourne, Coal Dealer Eastbourne st, C: Roper, Atrrep Esnest, . “a Milk 
Pet April 13 Ord April 26 Semmens JoserH, Belper, Derby, \ cael May 7 at Eealer Sheffield Pet April’ Ord’s 
GaLLRY, JaBgz Dennis, be I of W, Tailor Newport 11.30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derb ome SaMUEL, at pee Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth Pet 
pril 


Pet * April 26 Ord April 

Gissoxs, MicnagL, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet 
April 27 Ora April 27 

Gresox, Epwarb, Eaton, Derby, House Painter 
Derby Pet April25 Ord April 25 

Guass, ALEXANDER, Windsor, Artist and Photographer 
Windsor Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Genes, Georce, Street House, Yorks Wakefield Pet 

pril26 Ord April 

a Percy Wim, and Grorce Gipson Dawson, 
Stockwell Green, gor Ironmongers High Cuvurt 
Pes April 22 Ord April 22 

Hargis, TARAKOWSKY, Southport, Picture Dealer 
pool Pet Aprilé Ord April 27 

Haze.t, Grorce, Reading, Pork Butcher Reading Pet 


April 26 Ord April 26 

Hear, Joserx, Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet April 25 
Ord April 25 

Hit, Watrer, Smethwick, Staffs, Confectioner West 
Bromwich Pet April12 Ord April 24 

Hoyre, Artuur, Triangle, nr Halifax, Farmer Halifax 
Pet Aprill2 Ord april 25 

Jaoxson, JAMES Epwarp, Burs, Butcher Bolton Pet 


April 25 Ord April 25 

Jouxson, CHARLES, —* Tea Grocer Swindon Pet 
April 15 Ord April 25 

KELLEY, JOBN, a Berks, Engineer Teeds Pet April 
2 Orda April 27 

Kivman, Cuapces, Boars Hill, Berks, Lodging house Keeper 
Oxtord Pet April 9 Ord ‘April 25 25 

Lanpstone, A, Golden In, Stick Manufacturer High Court 
Pet March 7 Ord April 27 

Lewis, RicHarb, yy Salop, Miller 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

LINTERN, GEORGE, Twerton on Avon, nr Bath, Mason- Bath 
Pet April 26 yo 26 

Moort, Harrowsy, Bradford, Restaurant Keeper Bradford 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Paysk, Emtty, Bromyard, Hereford, Baker Worcester 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Peacu, Cuartes NewTon, samp, Haberdasher Derby 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Py oe Warrington Warrington Pet April 7 ‘Ord 

ril 

mismenne HER, WALTER, Exeter rd, Biondesbury, Comgany 
Promoter High Court Pet March 31 Ord April 27 

Rayer, Joun, Eastington, Glos, Farmer Cheltenham Pet 
April 27. Ord April 27 

Remiy, Water, Cheetham, Manche: 4 Chair Maker 
Manchester Pet April27 Ord April 2 

Ross, ALEXANDER, Maida vale, Medical Practitioner High 
vourt Pet april6 Ord April 25 

Scos.e, Samcet, jua, Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth Pet 
April 27 Ora April 27 

S.ort, Ricnarp Crarkson, Litherland, Lancs, Steamship 
Broker Liverpool Pet March 29 Ord April 25 

Saaw, Jonn, Flookburg, Cark in Cartmell, Grocer Barrow 
in Furness Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Saevp, Joux, Buckingham, Draper Banbury Pet March 
14 Ord April 22 

Suerman, Tuomas ForuerGitt, Monton Green, nr Eccles, 
Lancs Salford Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Simans, Evizaneta Ann, East Grinstead, Livery Stable 
Keeper Tunbridge Wells Pet March 24 Ord April 25 

Suatt, W H, Crofton Park, Brockley, Builder Greenwich 
Pet March 21 Ord April 26 26 

Suita, AtBert, Wollaston, Northampton, Draper North- 
ampton Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Sux, Sipvey, Nunhead, General Engineer High Court 
Pet April 6 Ord April 25 

os, ee Bolton, Tailor Bolton Pet April 27 Ord 

pri 

Syuonps, TxHomas, Snailwell, Cambridge, Licensed 
Victualler Cambridge Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Tasker, Arcuiz Jonn, Sheffield, Commercial Clerk 
Sheffield Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

Wairny, Ricnarp, St Helen's, Provision Merchant Liver- 
poul’ Pet April 8 Ord April 25 

Wisrexny, Josern, Hollinwood, Oldham, Cotton Operative 
Oldham Pet April 23 Ord A il 23 

Youre, Wittiam Arraur Fouey, Briatington ame, Egg 

erchant Derby Pet April 25 Ord April 


Amended notice substituted for that son in 
the London Gazette of April 46: 


Barzart, Epmunp Gresy, Warrington, _ Merchant 
Warrington Pet April 23 Ord April 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Abams, Watrirtp, Mayfair, Insurance Agent May 10 at 
ll Bankruptcy blags, Carey st 
Bansoury, Frank STENLAKE, Ventnor, I of W, Mer Agent 
May i6 at 12 Off Ree, 19, Quay st, Newport, I iw 
Bexxerr, Cuanr.rs, Kingston on Hull, Plumber Naay 10 
atll Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 
Carox, Daisy Epirn, Streatham May 10 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Curstox,( Cuarues Freperick, Taunton, Stationer May 7 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 5s, Hammet st, Taunton 
Davis, Cart rs L, St James’ st May 9 at 11 Bankruptcy 
Er . » Carey at N h: 
y »8, ARTHUR, Nottingham, Draper May 10 at 11.30 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingh = 4 
Gautry, JABEZ Dennis, Ventnor, I of W, Tailor May 16 
H at2.30 Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport, Iot W 
EAP, mie me Bolton, Fruiterer May9at3 19, Exchange 
n 
Ht, Hexry & Co, Croydon, Auctioneers May 12 at 11.30 
_ 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
OYL , ARTHUR, ' le, nr Halifax, unae May 11 at 
J 1? Rec, Town Hal chmbrs 
Ac Fe! Janre Bow ArD, Bury, Butcher» May 7 atll 19, 
lton 


xchange 
Jaurs, Epw 
9at3 i Monn, Macst 4 rm) Glam, Fishmonger May 


Liver- 


Leominster 


Davacmehe, Innkeeper May 10 

at 12.15 Sanders & Son, High st, Barns! aple 

Joxes, CuagLes Scuert, and Tuomas Freperick Srarn- 
FORTH, upon 5% May 11 at 11 
Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

or wr 1D Huan, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Tailor May 9 

Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

tale tn Epwarp Lewis, Prestatyn, Flint, Grocer 

May 9at3 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, C! Chester 

JonEs, Adee Grorce, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Quarryman 
May 7at11 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

= Jouxn WIii114m, Sta; =e, oe Hairdresser 

st, 


Tatil Off Rec, 47, WA 
ve sq, Mercantile Clerk May 9 at 


Jouns, ARTHUR Epwarp, Barnsta 


Kent, > hae 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Lewis, Ricnarp, pton, Salop, Miller May 9at10 4, 


ster 
Seaman, dome Epwakzp, Millbrook, Carmarthen, Public 
Accountant Mayllatll Off "Ree, 4, Queen st, Car- 


marthen 

Moors, Harrowsy, , Bradford, bg = > ae May 
12 at 3 Off Rec Wet st. 

ra Bromyard, ereford, — , at 11.30 
45, Cope: st, Wi 

Peacu, Cuartes NewTon, Dery. Haberdasher May 7 at 
12 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Der! 

RaDERMACHER, ag ng Exeter nd, Brondesbury, Company 
Promoter Mayllat12 Bankrupt ptey bidgs, , Carey st 

Raw iss, Srpney, Ford, Wilts, Farmer y10ati2 Off 
Rec, City chmbrs, Enoless st, Salisbury 

Ross, Aurxaxprn, Maida Vale, Siedical Practitioner May 
9at 11 nkruptcy bldgs.. Carey st 

Scorr, See Bourne, Linca, Blacksmith May 10 at 11.30 
The Law Courts, Peterborough 

Surru, Sipxgy, Nunhead, —— Engineer May 11 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey 

STANSFIELD, KDWARD, New , See Cabinet Maker 
May7atil Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Terry, WILLIAM, Basingstoke Builder May 9 at % Off 
Rec, Midland Bank on High st, Southampton 

Wueeer, Jouy, Shelwich, Holmer, Hereford, Corn 
Merchant’s Agent May i6at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Waite, Kicnarp Heapno.wt, and Faepeaick WiLttaM 
Varcor, Bicester, Oxford, Grocers May7atiz 1, 8t 
Aldate’s, Oxford 

Wyatt, Joseps, Chesterfield, Hawker May 13 at130 The 
Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Armes, James, Lowestoft, Baker Gt Yarmouth Pet ee 
26 Ord April 26 

Bennett, Joun #REDERICK, Wolverhawpton, Wheel 
and General Smith Wolvechampton Pet April 25 ‘i 


April 25 
Bert, oo 23 Murray, Rue de ae yey Paris, Stockbroker 
Court Pet Jan 21 Ord April 26 
Birc sow J 4a Builder Birmingham 
0 


een = yet » Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
Kidderminster Pet A April 2 Ord April 26 

Cuestox, Cuaates F, Taunton, Stationer Taunton Pet 
April12 Ord April Py 

Cote, James ALFRED, Sheffield, Fruit Salesman Sheffield 
Pet april 27 Ord April 27 

so ~ vor Hanham, mE Builder's Foreman Bristol 

pril 25 Ord = 

ne... ao King’s Lynn, _—-,. Watch Maker 
King’s Lynn Pet April26 Ord April 26 

eer — oe Leeds, Cutler Leeds Pet April 25 


Dutrox, Artuur, Cheltenham, Hosier Cheltenham Pet 
April 23 Ord April 23 

GALLEY, JABEZ oe Ventnor, I of W, Tailor Newport 
Pet "April 23 Ord April 26 

Gispons, Lay Lasenpeal, Grocer 
A Ord April 27 

Gipson, ; A! »og Eaton, oo House Painter 
Derby Pet April 25 Ord Aprit 25 

Gtass, r~pers Windsor, Artist Windsor Pet April 
25 Ord April 25 

Green, Georce, - deen Wakefield Pet April 
26 Ord April 26 

Grecory, Tom Canviy, 


Radstock, ag Wagon 
Builder Frome Pet April 15 Goa Aan 
Hasiett, JANE .w-Y Lenton, Nottinghins "Nottingham 
Pet March19 Ord April 23° 
Hazet, Grorae, ne Pork Butcher Reading Pet 
April 26 Ord 


P 
Hear, yo Bolton, Satins Bolton Pet April 25 Ord 


Jacksox, JAMES yee Bury, Butcher Bolton Pet 
April 25 Ord April 25 

Jones, Joun Epwarp Lewis, Prestatyn, Flint, Grocer 
Bangor Pet March 9 Ord April 25 

a _ wy A a Printers’ Engineer Leeds Pet 
A 


Liverpool Pet 


P' ora 
Kuan, Bernnarp, "1 lu, Eastcheap High Court Pet 
March 3 Ord April 25 


Lintern, Grorce, Twerton on F nr Bath, Mason 
Bath Pet April 26 Ord April 
DWARD, Mill ae Carmarthen, Public 
Carmarthen Pet April 8 Ord April 25 
mee Keeper Brad- 
Payne, Entity, B tase 


A Baker Worcester 
Pet April 26 Ord A 
Peaca, Cuartes Newton Derby, Haberdasher Derby 
Pet April 25 Ord 


Maruias, Joun 
Accountant 

Moore, Harrowsy, Bradford, 
ford Pet SK Ord A 


April 25 


Py > Warrington Warrington Pet April7 Ord 
P 
Rayer, mm, incingn, 6 Glos, Farmer Cheltenham Pet 


Bans Waser, ‘Chetan, Ora = ° 
a r A a’ 
wsbury 





Roax, Tuomas Paraick, Shre 
March 29 Ord April 27 





SuHermay, , &-- Pormrsor, Mountain Green, nr Eccles, 


Lancs Salford Aon Ord April 27 
Surtu, aici Sy: m, Draper North- 
Smith, CHARLES posest, *. st, Electrician 
High Court Pet April 
Smitn, Hapry, Licensed Victualler 
Pet April 6 Ord April 25 
Gum, “owas, Deane Lancs, Tailor Bolton Pet April 
Symonps, Toomas, Sagem, Sas Licensed Victual- 
ler Cambridge Pet April 25 April 
Tasker, Arcuiz Joux, Sheffield, Commercial Clerk 
Shettield Pet April 27° Ord A: 


il 27 
Winpenny, Josern, Holliawood, Olaham, Cotton Operati e 


Oldham Pet april 23 Ord A 
Youne, WILLIAM ge Forey, Bridlington, Yorks, Egg 


nt Derby Pet April 5 Ord April 25 
Amended notice substituted for that oe in the 
London Gazette of March 15 
Hopson, CaAmpbeLt, Harrogate, Horse Dealer York Pet 
Feb 26 Ord March 10 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Apri: 26: 
Barratt, Epuuxp Green, Warrington Wariington Pet 
_ April 23 Ord Ap.il 23 
London Gazewe.—Turspay, May 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apams, Ar Jo M, Littlehampton, Gentleman Brighton 
April 29 


urd 
be ee Hosier Northamp- 


ARMSTRONG, TIMOTHY, 
ton Pet april 30 Ord A) 
“+4 nmr Runcorn, Chester, 
Sampler Warrington Pet April 29 Ord 


Beckett, Wit.iam, Weston 
Grain 
April 

om, Wi.1am, Heworth, York, Painter York Pet April 

Ord April 29 

... Hexry Mixes, Blackpool, Pianoforte Tuner 
Preston Pet March 19 Ord April 29° : 

Brit, Desire, Queen’s Club Kensington, Journalist 

Court Pet April? Ord April 26 

Brow * Yay Owen, Ferndale, am, Builder Ponty- 
pridd Pet April 28 ee 

———, mil Ord A ae. Corn Dealer Aylesbury Pet 

ngnean, Dest, Horse Dealer Salis- 


2B eord Apel 


Bu vt, Ans aura Gi 
Game Teonas oo 5 eg Fg 
Victualler Preston Bea 


April 28 Ord A: 28 
Cuampers, WaLrer FRepericx, ——e eis 
Reading Pet April13 Ord A) 
Cooke, Epwin WILLIAM, —. fo, Accountant Glou- 
cester Pet April 29 


Genes ee ~My a on Burnley Pet April 
29 


29 

Davies, WiLtiam Taomas, Abergavenny, Tailor Tredegar 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Dvuxrorp, ey Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet April 


30 April 30 
Ernenincton, THomas, Fane Painter Burnley Pet 
30 Ord April 30 
Fimer, WALTER Georce, CuagLes Hersert Ficwer, and 


Harry ey —- pon i a Se 
turers urt A Pp 
Engine Minder Salford 


Gane April 38 ond April 28 
et 

. FIOM, Whekeuts Merthyr 
pr 


Grirritas, Taomas, Merth 
Pet 1 29 
Grunpy, ¥. Jd -o Shoemaker Bolton Pet 
Haut, Wicuay, on Oe ~ Ay -y: Haut, Lower 
Grocers Greenwich Pet April 27 Ord April 27 
Haxpeman,, Henry, Tenbi ‘orcester, Hotel Keeper 
eng ng: 


r gk. 18 Ord April 28 
field, | ape Hudders- 


nest Ord April 27 


— aoe Sr 
Pet ¢ Ape RY “Ord April 29 
Heonens, wos, Jon Bradford, VF Merchant Bradford Pet 


i al 
Hv tee, Davo Pa Papen eee, Cardigan, Draper 
Saxxtnoe Baas, Wall mer aa ne 


Harpy, oe = 
neld 


eednaten, Cove Mer- 


High Court Pet March 24 Ord —= 
JonEs, nat yoy Bethesda, uarryman 
Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Kemp, Groras, 8) m, Builder Greenwich Pet April 
27 Ord April 27 





Kessy, ag: py eee Butcher Canterbury Pet 
wet Coal Agent Scarborough 


Kixyear, Japs, 
Pet A 1 


6 =s 
Ksient, Caarces, Ch Had, 1 Cab Proprietor 
Barnet Pet April 27 Ord April 27 
LEpGarD, ane, * 1h ale Merchant Bradford 
et 


P April 29 
towset, AyD, Fem y pam Contractor Rochester 
ioe, \ ys fa. 8, ® Dagnal, Bucks, Rrewer Luton 


Norra, Tom ent arch ct, Clements In, Land Agent 
High Court Pet March 2i_ Oni March : 


Quiatry, Epwarp, Cardiff, Theatrical ae 
Pet April 27 

Roerrs, Witutam, Wi Pork Butcher Dorchester 
Pet April 29 Ord 

Snaw, Josrrn ie. Barrow in vot ake = Driver 
Barrow in F ye YR. 

Surra, Jonn an ae en Court 
Pet April 28) Ord 28 


t 
Srongzy, ARTHUR, a Provision Dealer Chester Pet 


April 30 Ord April 
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Taytior, Witi1am Haworrts, Bolton, Boot Repairer Bolton 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 


Tepes, Joux, Nottingham Nottingham Pet April 29 Ord Nas 


April 24 

Tomuiinson, Horatio, Falford, York, Farmer York Pet 
April 29 Ord April 29 

Torner, Witiiam, Tunstall, Hardware Deakr Hanley 
Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Twamuey, Artnur Joux, Hednesford, Staffs, Terra Cotta 
Manufacturer Walall Pet April21 Ord April 28 

Voxes, Wit1tiam Jous, Geneva rd, Brixton High Court 
Pet F-b 29 Ord April 28 

Watsn, Wittiam, Wetherby, Yorks Leeds Pet April 29 
Ord April 29 

Warsop, Jonn Litt: £, Croydon, General Engineer Croy- 
don Pet April 23 Ord Aprii 23 

WHITELOCK. ALFRED WELLS, Ripon, Yorks, Market Gar- 
dener Northallerton Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Wuirtoy, Caries Josspn, Ilford, Wine Merchant 
Chelmsford Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Wi.iams, Cuarves, Leeds, Provisiin Merchant 
Pet April6 Ord April 28 

Wituiians, Jonx, Shop Rhos Meirch, nr Llangefni, Angle- 
sey,Grocer Bangor Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Wonnacott, Epwix, Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth Pet 
April 30 Ord April 39 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Armes, Janes, Lowestoft, Baker May 14 at 1230 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 

Barratt, Kpmunp Green, Warrington May 13at2.30 Off 
Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 

Bez, Witiiam, Heworth, York, Painter May 16 at 315 
ulf Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Texpat,, Epwarp Grorce, Ipswich, Market Gardener 
May 11 at 10.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Brit, Desire. Queen's Club gdns, Kensington, Journalist 
May 12at12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Bvurcoy, CuristopHer, Darlington, Coach Builder May 11 
atli Off Rec,8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Critcutey, J, Chorley, Lancs, Builder May £0 at 3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 

Crosstry, Epwarp, Nelson, Fruiterer 
Rec, 14, Coapel st. Preston 

Davies, Freprricx, Burton Salmon, South Milferd, Yorks, 
Mineral Wuter Manufacturer May 11 ati1l Off Rec, 
6, Bond ter, Wakefield 


Leeds 


May 11 at 2.30 Off 


Dixox, Gzorce, Hanham, Glos, Builder's Foreman My | 


11 at 1145 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Dows1nc, Newianp, Ipswich. Builder 
Ree, 36, Princes +t, [Ipswich 

Drew, Wituam, King’s Lynn, Watch Maker May 12 at 
1039 Court house, King’s Lyan 

DuckenNFietD, James Leeds, Cutler 
Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Dustnorxe Jous Hatt, Stockton on Tees, Tailor May 18 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Evaws, Joan Howe tr, Swansea, Outfitter May 12 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Fie.ps, Jous Hexry, Eastbourne, Coal Dealer May 11 at 
11.30 Off Rec. 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


May 11 at 11.30 Off 


Fitmer. Wa.ter Geores, Cuartes Hersert Fivwer, and | 
Barry Bevce Hormes, Whit-cross et, Box Manufac- | 


turers May 12 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Cerey st 
Garnett, Cuaries, Erdington. Warwick, Hairdresser’s 
Manager May 11 at 1) 


Gissoy, Eowarv, Long Eaton, Derby, House Pamter May 
12at 3.30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Goetz, G, Mason’s av, Publican May 16 at 2.30 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Green, Grouce, Street house, Yorks 
Rec, 6. Bond ter, Wakefield 


Bank- 


Grecory, Tom Caxvix, Radstock, S »merset, Wagon Builder | 


May llat4 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Grunxpy, Jamzs, Leigh, Lancs, Shoemaker May 19 at 3 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Guuucntax, AprauAm, Manchester, Shipper May 16 at il 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Hackett, Josava, Liverpool, Photcgrapher’s Assistant 
May 11 at 12 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Hackett, Lvcio Maveice, Seacombe, Cheshire, Boot 
— May 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 


poo! 

Harpy, Exxis, Huddersfield, Wheelwright May 12 at 3 
Off Rec, Prudential bldgs New st, Huddersfield 

Harris, Percy Wititam, and Grorcre Gresox Dawson, 
Stockwell Green, Builders May 13 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Hewsry, ALexanper, Pump ct, Temple, Bartister-at-Law 
May Jl at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hovasoxs. Jou, Shipley, Yorks, Wool Merchant May 13 at 
3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Jacksox, James Hervertr, Wetherby mans, Eurl’s Court, 
Clerk May 12at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jzxxincs Bros, Walmer rd, North Kensington, Corn Mer- 
chants May 11to 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

ea a Swindon, Tea Merchant 


¢ May 11 at 11 
nt circus, Swindon 


Jonna, Evay Lewis, Sketty, Swansea May 12 at 12.30 | 


Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Keuty, Joux, Otley, Yorks, Printers Engineer May 12 at 
345 The ite Horse Hotel, Otley 


— Peter, Cheriton, Kent, Butcher May 12 at 9.15 | 


Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 


Kixmax, Cuaries, Chelsea May 13 at 11 


, Carey st 
ccm R. Fore st, Manufacturer's Agent May 17 at 2.30 | 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Laycock, Witttam Antnvr, and Cuariers Fereverick 
Rocers. Wimbledon, Surrey, Architects 
11.30 Cannon st Hotel 

Lepoarp, Jexemiau, Bradford, Ale Merchant May 13 at 
3.20 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Listers, Georor, Twerton -n Avon, nr Bath, Mason May 
11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol ; 

ae Harry, eee, Soe, General Smith May 10 at 
1 


for: 
Mites, Eowagp, Guildford May 11 at 12 County and 
Borough Hall, Guildford 





| AsHwortH, Joux, Padsham, 
May 11 at1l Off | 





i74, Corporation st, Birming- | 


| Dunrorp, Witi1am, Bradford, Grocer 
May 11 at 10.20 Off | 


| Frost, 


Bankruptcy | 


May 13 at | 


Mixes, Erxest Wittram Watts, Brixton hill May 11 at 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


at230 Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 

Pearce, GrorGe WiLL1AM, Middlesbrough, Lead Burner 
May 13 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Poo.s, Joux, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer May 11 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Rixow, Jouy, and Jonn Cariey Farren, Higham Ferrers, 


Ree, Bridge st, Northampton 
ROPER, ALFRED Ernest, Kimberworth, Rotherham, Yorks, 


Milk Dealer May 1lat12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Snef- ! 


field 

Scosie, SAmMvEL, jun. Plymouth, Butcher Mayllati1l1 6, 
Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Suepp, Jony, Buckingham, Draper May 12 at 12 1, St 
Aldates, Oxford 

SserMan, Tuomas Foruerciit, Monton Green, nr Eccles, 
Lancs Mayl3at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Serre t, Percy, Littlehampton, Corn Merchant May 11 
at3 Bolphin Hotel, Chichester 

SuitrH, Hersert THomas, Warminster, Wilts, Grocer May 
liat12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

SurrH, Joun Pace, Anerley, Fish Salesman May 12 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Suitu, Tuomas, Deane, Bolton, Tailor May 17 at3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 

Tasker, Ancuiz Joun, Sheffield, Commercial Clerk May 
11 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, shettieid 

Taytor, Witt1amM Haworrn, Bolton, Boot Repairer 
17 at 2.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st. Bolton 

Tominson, Horatio, Fulford, Yorks, Farmer May 16 at 
2.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Voxes, WittiAm Joun, Brixton May1l2at1l Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Wacker, Cuartes Henry, Birm'ngham. Cabinet Maker 
May 12at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Wassop, Jonn Litre, Croydon, General Engineer May 
12at 1230 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Wiitams, Caaries, Leeds, Provision Merchant May 12 
at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 

Younc Wiiiiam Artuur Fouky, Brilington, Yorks, Egg 
Merchant May 12 at3 Off Rec, 4’, Fuli st, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Timotny, Wellingborough. Northampton, 
Northampton Pet April 39 Ord April 30 
Lancs, Butcher Burnley 


May 


ABMSTRONG, 
Hosier 


Pet Maich 30 Ord April 28 

Becke1T, WitiiAM, Weston Point, nr Runcorn, Chester, 
Grain Sampler Warrington [Pet April 29 Ord 
April 29 

Bett, Wiriiam, Swinegate, York, Painter 
April 29 Ord April 29 

Brinkman, Henry, Gt Tower st, General Agent 
Court Pet Mar.h 11 Ord April 28 

Carrys, THomas Martin, Skerton, Lancaster, Licensed 
Victualler Preston Pet April 23 Ord April 28 

Cooke, Epwis Witiam, Dursley, Glos, Accountant 
Gloucester Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Crossity, Epwarp. Nelson, Lancs, Fruiterer 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 


York Pet 
High 


Burnley 


| Crowe, kreprrick Artaur, Beeston Park, Beeston, nr 
I 


eds, Woolien Manufacturer’s Agent Manchester 
Pet Feb 19 Ord April #0 

Davies, Freperick, South Milford, Yorks, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Waketield Pet April13 Ord April 27 

Davigs, WitLiamM THomas, Abergavenny, Tailor Tredegar 
Pet April30 Ord April 30 

Bradford Pet 
Apri 30 Ord April 30 

Ernesinctoy, Tuomas, Burnley, Painter Burnley Pet 
April30 Ord April 30 

Fiei.vs, Joux Henry, Eastbourne, Coal Dealer East- 
bourne Pet April 13 Ord April 29 

Cuaries Epwix, Catford, Carpenter Kingston, 
Sorrey Pet April 22 Ord April 29 

Garsett, Cuartes, Erdington, Warwick, Hairdresser's 
Manager Birmingham Pet April13 Ord April 28 

Green, Jony, Patricroft, Lancs, Engine Minder Salford 
Pet Apnl 28 Ord April 28 

Grivritus, Tuomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Wheelwright Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Apil29 Ord April 29 

Grouxpy, James, Leigh. Lancs, Shoemaker 
April 28 Ord April 28 

Hackett, Lucio Maurice, Seacombe, Chester, Boot Dealer 
Liverpool Pet March 14 Ord April 30 

Happoy, Henry Joun, and Cuoartes Ware, West Ealing, 
Builders Brentford Pet Feb19 Ord april 28 

Haruisoy, Grorce, Kingston up:n Hull, General Carrier 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April 20 Ord april 29 

Hiagst, Witsiam, Bishop Auckland, Durham Durham Pet 
Feb25 Ord April 26 

Hopaesos, Joz Braiford, Wool Merchant 
April 29 Ord April 29 


Bolton Pet 


Bradford Pet 


| Howortn, Cuaries Eowarp, Birkdale, Lancs, Buil?er 


Liverpool Pet March «0 Ord April 28 
Hucues, Daviv Frepericx Llandyssul, Cardigan, Draper 
Carmarthen Pet April 30 Ord April 30 


| Jonsson. Cuarces, Swindon, Grocer swindon Pe’ April 


15 Ord April 29 

Josks, Tuomas Morris, Bethesds, Carnarvon, Quarryman 
Bangor Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Krssy, Perer. Cheriton. Kent, putcher 
April 23 Ord April 28 

Lepaarp, Jeremian, Bradford, Ale Merchant Bradford 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Lowmas. Daviv, No:thfleet, Kent, Contractor Rochester 
Pet Aprii 29 Ord April 29 

Mosier, Basi, Charing Cross Hotel, Charing Cross High 
Court Pet Feb 18 Ord April 28 

Parxacot?, SypNey Barras, Nunhead. General Engineers 
High Court Pet april@ Ond April 29 

Quiatery, Eowarp, Cardiff, Theatrical Manager Cardiff 
Pet April 27 Ord April 29 

Quixs, James Canpweit, Edgbaston. Warwick, Analyst 

Birmingham Pet Feb1s Ord April 24 

Ramsay, Witi1Am Joux, Holloway rd, House Agent High 
Court Pet March 28 Ord April 2s 


Canterbury Pet 











toGERS, WiLLiAM, Weymouth, Pork Butcher Dorchester 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 


1 
H ALExanDER, Catford, Brush Manufacturer May 13 | Ross, ALEXANDER, Maida Vsle, Medical Practitioner High 


Court Pet April6 Ord April 29 

Suakesuart, Eparp, Southport, Fiuit Merchant Liverpoo} 
Pet Mareb 18 Oxcd April 28 

Saaw, Josern, Barrow in Furness, Van Driver Barrow in 
Furness Pet April 29 Ord April 29 


i ' Surru, Joun Pager, Anerley, Fish Salesman High Cowt 
Northampton, Brick Manufacturers May 13 at 12 Off | i 
| Sroyery, ArTuurR, Chester, Provision Dealer Chester Pet 
' 


Pet April 28 Ord April 28 


April 30 Ord April 30 

Taytor, Witi1am Haworrn, Bolton, Shoe Repairer Bolton 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Tessas, Joun, Nottingham Nottingham Pet April29 Org 
April 29 


Tomuiinson, Horatio, Fulford, York, Farmer York Pet 
April 29 Ord April 29 

Torner, Wiiiiam, Tunstall, Hardware Dealer Hanley 
Pet April 23 Od April 28 

Van _ Bootex, Revusey, Edyth villas. West Kensington, 
Diamond Merchant High Court Pet March 24 Ord 
April 28 

Waker, Cuarces Henry, Birmingham, Cabinet Maker 
Birmingham Pet April13 Ord April 28 

Wasa, Witiiam, Wetherby, Yorks Leeds Pet April 29 
Ord April 29 

Warsop, Joun Littie, Croydon, General Engineer 
Croydon Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Wurrstock, ALrreD WEetts, Ripon, Yorks, Market 


Gardener Northalleston Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
Whitton, CuHaries Josrrs, Liford, Wine Merchant 


Chelmsford Pet April 28 Ord April 23 
Wittiams, Joun. Shop Rhos Meirch, nr_ Liangefni, 
anglesey, Grocer Bangor Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
Wownacotr, Epwix, Plymouth, Butcher Piymouth Pet 
April 30 Ord April 30 
Wray, Freperic«, Hednesford, Staffs, Grocer 
Pet April 19 Ord April 26 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 26 : 


Walsall 


Snerrett, Peecy, Littlehampton, Corn Merchant 


Brighton Pet April 23 Ord April 23 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 





I AW PRACTICE WANTED.— Can any 
4 one Suggest a Good Opening for a Solicitor! A 
Nucleus or Succession might suit ; West country preferred ; 
highest protessional and social references given ; Cantab.— 
Apply M., care of * Solicitors’ Journal * Ottice, 27, Chancery- 
lane, W.C. 

JARTNERSHIP in one of the oldest 

Manufacturing Firms in England, doing a large busi- 

ness ; capital required (about £20,000 to pay out old interests 
abundantly secured.—Address C., 35, Old Jewry, E.C. 


DVERTISER (26) Seeks Clerkship; En- 
grossing, Abstracts. Simple Conveyancing, Plans, 
Shorthand, and Typewriting; some knowledge of Union 
avd District Council work; country preferred ; moderate 











salary.— Address, W., Lyneham House, Lyneham, Chip- 
penham. 
{DWARD COLES BAKER. — Missing 


4A Will.—Any person having in his possession the Will 
of Edward Coles Baker, Deceased, formerly of King 
Williams Town, South Africa, and lately residing in 
London, is requested to communicate with Baker, Frer- 
wan, & (o.. Solicitors, 7, Union-court, Old Broad-street, 
London, E.C. 


ww URVEYOR Requires to Mect with Solicitor 
‘ or Gentleman with about from £800 to £2,000 to 
Finance small Building Estate, close to station, on mutual 
terms; good opening for Solicitor starting a Practice.— 
E. J., Box 867, Sell’s, Fleet-street, E.C. 


| AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
4 payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 








8. d. 

Abstracts Copied oe «. O & per sheet. 

Briefs and Drafts jan «+ 2 8 per 20 folios. 

Deeds Round Hand .., .. O 2 per folio. 

Deeds Abstracted one +» 2 O per sheet. 

Full Copies a ee «. © 2 per folio. 

PAPER.—Foolscap, 14. per sheet; Draft, gd. ditto; 

Parchment, 1s. 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnixal-street, Holborn, E.U, 
£5 (Of to. £25,000, or Upwards. Loans 

») on permanent mortgage can be immediately 
arranged on good Freehold or Leasehold Securities, Rever- 
sions, Absolute Life Interests, or other eligible Securities. 
Weeklies not entertained. Not trust funds. — Apply, 
Witiiam P. Near, Esq., Solicitor, Pinner’s Hall, Great 
Winchester-street, London E.C. 


FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT of £450 

r annum, abundantly secured upon a palatial 

Block of Residential Flats in the fashionable part of 

Kensington; rack-rents £2,300 per annum, derived from 

tenants holding on repairing leases; for Sale to pay nearly 

4 per cent.— Particulars of Messrs. Daviv Burnxerr & Co., 
15, Nicholas-lane, E.C 
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